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In this dissertation, I aim to expand on the conceptualization of social support in close 
relationships by proposing and explicating a new type of support – mundane support, which is 
defined as social support delivered through relational partners’ everyday, mundane interactions 
without targeting at specific stressors. Based on previous research and findings of a pilot study, I 
developed and refined a scale to measure mundane support. Moreover, increasing research 
suggests that receiving social support is not always beneficial to support recipients or the 
relationships between support providers and recipients. Therefore, this dissertation also aims to 
enhance our understanding of the effects of supportive communication in close relationships. 
Specifically, I employed the social support gaps approach to examine whether the discrepancies 
between (a) the amount of support received and what is desired (reported by support recipient) 
and (b) the amount of support provided and perception of the recipient’s desire for support 
(reported by support provider) would be associated with the dyad’s relationship satisfaction and 
each person’s subjective well-being. This dissertation examined social support and support gaps 
in the context of parent-child relationships during the children’s emerging adulthood. Based on 
self-report data collected from a sample of parent-emerging adult dyads (N = 156), I investigated 
whether child-reported and parent-reported support gaps were associated with children’s and 
parents’ relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with life, and perceived stress level. Findings 
showed that measures of mundane support were significantly linked to several outcomes, 
indicating the merits of studying mundane support as a distinct type of social support in close 
relationships. Child-reported support deficits (i.e. receiving less support than what was desired) 
and support surpluses (i.e., receiving more support than what was desired) tended to be 





general more problematic than surpluses because deficits in several types of support were also 
negatively linked to parents’ relationship satisfaction and children’s satisfaction with life. Parent-
reported underprovision (i.e., providing less support than child’s desire) of emotional and 
network support were negatively associated with parents’ relationship satisfaction, although 
parent-reported overprovision (i.e., providing more support than child’s desire) was not 
significantly related to any of the outcomes. Furthermore, the associations between support gaps 
and the proposed outcomes varied across different types of support. These findings offer 
theoretical implications for the research on social support in close relationships, suggesting that 
the support gaps approach holds great promise for understanding the effects of supportive 
communication. Results also yield practical guidance for parents who grapple with how to 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
A voluminous literature has linked social support to individuals’ physiological, 
psychological, and relational well-being (for reviews, see Albrecht & Goldsmith, 2003; Uchino, 
2004). Precisely, various types of social support are enacted and received through interpersonal 
interactions (Burleson, Albrecht, Goldsmith, & Sarason, 1994). Individuals in close relationships 
engage in supportive interactions not only at the presence of salient stressors, but also as part of 
their routine experience of relating (Barnes & Duck, 1994; Leatham & Duck, 1990). When 
examining support processes in ongoing close relationships, it is important to consider the role of 
everyday interactions because they signal the “presence” of a relational partner and indicate care 
and concern of the partner (Duck, 1988, 1990). The supportive value of day-to-day interactions 
within ongoing relationships may accumulate over time and exert impacts on individual and 
relational well-being. Further, social support woven into mundane interactions may provide the 
“backdrop” against which support is enacted in particular supportive episodes (Leatham & Duck, 
1990). In other words, even daily supportive behaviors that are not tied to any specific stressor 
may affect perceptions and experiences of support during a salient crisis. Hence, research is 
warranted to develop a more encompassing framework of supportive interaction that includes 
support delivered through everyday mundane interactions. 
Another important issue for social support research is the concern that larger amounts of 
received support do not always cause better individual or relational outcomes (e.g., Maisel & 
Gable, 2009; Sandler & Barrera, 1984). One explanation for why more support may not lead to 
better outcomes hinges on the fact that people tend to develop expectations for support from 
particular relational partners. Importantly, their evaluation of support is often based on the extent 





Increasing research has suggested that the effectiveness of support within personal relationships 
should be assessed by the extent of support adequacy (Lawrence et al., 2008) or discrepancies 
between received and desired amounts of support (i.e., support gap; Xu & Burleson, 2001). 
Specifically, receiving support that is congruent with the amount of support desired is more 
beneficial than it is when the amount of received support does not match the amount desired 
(e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2009; Dehle, Larsen, & Landers, 2001; High & Steuber, 2014). In 
short, the support gap approach is useful for disentangling the effects of social support in close 
relationships. 
This dissertation has two overarching goals. First, it aims to develop a conceptualization 
of social support in the context of everyday interactions. I term this form of social support as 
mundane support. A concept explication of mundane support was provided and items to measure 
this construct were developed. Second, this dissertation aims to employ the social support gap 
approach to further the research on the consequences of social support in personal relationships. 
Specifically, it investigated the effects of discrepancies between the amounts of support that 
recipients desire and the amounts they actually receive, as well as discrepancies between the 
support that providers provide and their perceptions of what the recipients desire. 
To achieve these two aims, this dissertation examined the implications of parental social 
support in the context of parent-child relationships during children’s emerging adulthood. As 
young people navigate their ways into adulthood, parents remain important sources for various 
types of support, both when the emerging adult children are confronted with stressors 
(Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, Birditt, & Zarit, 2012) and during the everyday communication 
between parents and children (Wang, 2016). However, past studies have found both positive 





Yaroslavsky, 2011) effects of parental support on emerging adults’ well-being. This is probably 
because parental support can buffer emerging adults from stressors they encounter during the 
transition to adulthood, but an excessive amount of parental support can undermine emerging 
adults’ sense of self-efficacy and autonomy (Johnson & Benson, 2012). Taken together, the 
parent-child relationship during emerging adulthood is a well-suited context for an empirical 
examination of the functions of support gaps in close relationships. 
This dissertation contributes to the literature of social support in close relationships in 
three ways. First, findings foreground the supportive values of everyday mundane 
communication in personal relationships. Results regarding the effects of mundane support shed 
new light on the role of communication in support processes. Specifically, I found that parental 
mundane support contributed to children’s relationship satisfaction with parents above and 
beyond parents’ provision of other types of support, which implies that even the seemingly 
trivial, mundane communication behaviors can have meaningful supportive functions. On the 
basis of these findings, I call for more scholarly attention to the supportive functions of everyday 
mundane behaviors and examinations of supportive communication other than support in the 
form of “crisis talk” or “troubles talk.” 
Second, this dissertation empirically tested the support gap hypothesis (Xu & Burleson, 
2001) in a previously unexplored relational context: parent-child relationships during emerging 
adulthood. Unlike past studies that examined support gaps in a particular supportive episode 
(Joseph, Afifi, & Denes, 2016; McLaren & High, 2015), this dissertation focused on the general 
levels of support gaps in ongoing relationships. Further, previous studies have primarily 
investigated one type of support gap - discrepancies between recipients’ desired support and 





social support can be a rewarding and fulfilling experience for support providers (Fingerman, 
Kim, Tennant, Birditt, & Zarit, 2016), but the demands of giving support or care to those in need 
of it may compromise the mental and physical health of the support providers (Robison, 
Fortinsky, Kleppinger, Shugrue, & Porter, 2009; Schulz & Martire, 2004). Further, support 
providers could feel negatively about the interactions and their relationships with the recipients 
when the supportive actions are rejected or unappreciated (Cheuk & Rosen, 1993; Joiner, 2000). 
Given that supportive interactions can be influential to the supporters, the current dissertation 
conceptualized and investigated support gaps not only from the perspective of support recipients 
(i.e., the desired-versus-received gaps), but also the perspectives of support providers (i.e., the 
provided-versus-desired gaps). 
Lastly, findings of this dissertation illuminate conditions in which parental support is 
more or less beneficial to emerging adults and to the quality of their relationships with parents. 
Emerging adulthood is a critical developmental stage when parents continue to exert an influence 
on children (Aquilino, 2006); yet, emerging adults also become decreasingly oriented towards 
parent-child relationships for social support during this life period (Furman & Burhmester, 
1992). Hence, getting a better understanding of the circumstances in which parental support 
hinders (rather than enhances) children’s well-being has the potential to yield practical guidance 
for parents who hope to play a positive role in children’s transition to emerging adulthood. 
In Chapter 2, I briefly review existing conceptualizations of social support, explicate the 
concept of mundane support in close relationships, and propose a scale to operationalize this 
concept. Chapter 3 introduces the current dissertation’s relationship context – parent-child 
relationships during emerging adulthood. Next, Chapter 4 articulates the “support gaps” 





communication in close relationships. Applying the “support gaps” approach to parent-child 
supportive communication during children’s emerging adulthood, a series of hypotheses and 
research questions is advanced. Chapter 5 details the method, measures and analytic plans of the 
dissertation. Then, Chapter 6 presents the results of both preliminary and main analyses. Finally, 
Chapter 7 summarizes the findings, provides possible explanations for unexpected results, and 






CHAPTER 2: CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF SOCIAL SUPPORT 
Social support has been studied through a variety of different theoretical and 
methodological lenses. Yet the effects of social support cannot be fully understood without 
attending to the question - what is social support? Social support has been used as an umbrella 
term that encompasses various concepts that are broadly concerned with the associations 
between involvement in social relationships and well-being (Albrecht & Adelman, 1987; 
Goldsmith & Albrecht, 2001). This chapter begins with a brief review of different 
conceptualizations of social support. An emphasis is placed on received/enacted social support 
through supportive interactions. Then, I provide a critique of extant research on supportive 
communication by pointing out the relatively overlooked supportive value of everyday mundane 
communication. Lastly, I explicate a new type of social support in close relationships - mundane 
support. 
Three Perspectives on Social Support 
The varied foci in the research on social support reflect its interdisciplinary tradition 
(Burleson et al., 1994). Broadly speaking, social support has been conceptualized in three ways: 
social integration, perceived support availability, and enacted/received support. To follow, I 
discuss each of these conceptualizations. 
Social integration. Within the sociological tradition, social support indicates the extent 
to which an individual is involved in social relationships (e.g., Brissette, Cohen, & Seeman, 
2000). The research by Durkheim (1897/1951) demonstrated that suicide was most likely among 
people who were unmarried and did not participate in church or community activities. Later, a 
longitudinal study found that individuals who were more socially integrated had lower mortality 





integration, which was measured by involvement with social relationships and activities, 
including intimate social relationships (e.g., marital status), formal organizations (e.g., church), 
and social contacts involved in leisure activities (e.g., going to the movies). In addition, social 
integration can also be evaluated using social network measures, such as tie strength, range, 
density, and degree (Brissette et al., 2000). Overall, research shows that social integration, 
measured by the degrees of social connections, was positively associated with various indicators 
of health (Uchino, 2004). 
Several theoretical frameworks offer explanations for the link between social integration 
and health (Lakey & Cohen, 2000). Symbolic interactionism posits that social interaction is 
essential to development of a normal, healthy personality (Stryker, 1980). Being involved in 
multiple social roles provides people with a purpose for life (Thoits, 1985). What is more, 
involvement in a network can affect health through social regulation and/or social control 
(Berkman, Glass, Brissette, & Seeman, 2000; Goldsmith & Albrecht, 2011). For instance, 
healthy (or unhealthy) norms may be spread through social networks and relational partners may 
encourage each other to conduct health-promoting behaviors. 
Perceived available support. Within the psychological tradition, social support is 
commonly conceptualized as the extent to which individuals perceive that support will be 
available if needed (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Accordingly, perceived support is measured by 
asking people whether they think that they will have access to support when they need it at some 
point in the future (Wills & Shinar, 2000). Researchers have argued that perceptions of support 
availability actually tap into one’s attachment experiences during early childhood (Sarason, 





support using a lifespan framework, positing that perceptions of support availability co-develop 
with a positive personality profile developed through interpersonal processes earlier in life. 
Perceived available social support is a powerful explanatory factor of health outcomes 
(MacGeorge, Feng, & Burleson, 2011; Uchino, 2009). There are several possible mechanisms 
through which perceived social support exert an impact on well-being (Lakey & Cohen, 2000). 
One of the most well-known mechanisms considers appraisal as a moderator for the link 
between stress and health. Simply believing that support will be available (e.g., someone will be 
there to offer help) leads people to interpret the stressful situation less negatively, which in turn, 
helps them cope better (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Notably, the positive effects of perceived support 
remain significant even when no support is actually enacted or received (Barrera, 1986).  
Received or enacted support. Perceived social support is often discussed in comparison 
to a related but distinct concept: received or enacted social support (Uchino, 2004, 2009). 
Whereas perceived support focuses on the cognitive aspect of social support, received/enacted 
support highlights the behavioral aspect of this construct. It indicates how much support one has 
received from others in the recent past or generally in a relationship (Uchino, 2004). Although 
perceived support availability may derive from the amount of support actually received, 
perceived support is only moderately correlated with received support (Uchino, 2004), 
suggesting that they are conceptually different. 
Received/enacted support has primarily been studied in the communication tradition, 
which places a strong emphasis on how social support is delivered, expressed, interpreted, and 
received through supportive interactions (Goldsmith, 2004; Gottlieb, 1985). Burleson et al. 
(1994) stated that “social support should be studied as communication because it is ultimately 





that is created and sustained through interaction” (p. xviii). In accordance with this statement, 
studies of enacted/received social support have gone beyond the quantity of support and 
foregrounded the quality of support (MacGeorge et al., 2011). Also, given that supportive 
communication is often conducted in close relationships, a focus on supportive interaction leads 
scholars to examine the impacts of social support on not only individual well-being, but also 
relationship well-being (MacGeorge et al., 2011). 
Generally speaking, existing research on received/enacted support has examined social 
support in two types of communication processes. First, scholars have studied social support 
enacted during particular supportive interactions in response to stressful events. Second, some 
attention has been directed to social support embedded in everyday mundane, routine 
communication that is not targeted at specific stressful events (High, 2011). To date, most 
studies employing a communication perspective on social support have examined the messages 
and interactional features of one or a few episodes of supportive interaction in response to 
stressful events. The second type of supportive communication that highlights support delivered 
through everyday communication has thus far received limited attention. Although there are 
some discussions of the supportive value of everyday mundane interactions (e.g., Barnes & 
Duck, 1994; Leatham & Duck, 1990), there is a lack of formal conceptualization of support 
delivered through ordinary interactions. 
Before providing a conceptualization of everyday mundane support and how it could be 
distinguished from supportive episodes enacted during stressful situations, I briefly review 





Received/Enacted Support from a “Critical Incident” View 
The prevailing conceptualization of enacted/received social support is premised on the 
notion that stressful events cause people to feel less happy and competent, which over time, lead 
to reduced psychological and physical well-being. People who are confronted with stressors but 
receive support will fare better than those who have to deal with the stress without support. Badr, 
Acitelli, Duck, and Carl (2001) stated that this conceptualization could be termed the critical 
incident view of social support, which sees social support as “the fulfillment of specific needs 
that occur at specific times and which arise as the result of adverse life events or circumstances” 
(p.12). This definition of social support can be broken down to three main components: the 
presence of a stressor, supportive intention, and stress-buffering function of support. 
First, the provision and receipt of social support are supposed to target a stressful 
situation. Indeed, research on the effectiveness of supportive messages and supportive interaction 
has typically been conducted with naturally occurring (e.g., Goldsmith, Lindholm, & Bute, 2006; 
Matsunaga, 2011), hypothetical (e.g., Bodie, 2011), or experimentally induced stress (e.g., Priem 
& Solomon, 2015).  
Second, the provision of support is driven by a support provider’s intention to offer help 
to individuals who are perceived to be in need of assistance. Burleson and MacGeorge’s (2002) 
definition of supportive communication underscores the intentionality of supportive behaviors: 
“supportive communication is verbal and nonverbal communication behavior produced with the 
intention of providing assistance to the others perceived as needing that aid” (p. 374). It is 
conceptually important to conceive support provision as a goal-oriented behavior driven by an 
overarching supportive intent. For instance, Goldsmith (2004) argued that effective messages 





(e.g., advice) and to reduce the face threat of the supportive act. Such mindful and careful 
consideration of the supportive behaviors have to be driven by the helpers’ intention to provide 
assistance. To this extent, the existence of intention is a basic element that makes a message 
potentially supportive (Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002).  
Third, received/enacted social support buffers the support recipients from stressors’ 
negative effects (Cutrona, 1990). This notion is broadly understood as the stress and coping 
perspective on social support (Lakey & Cohen, 2000). Social support may buffer stress by 
reducing the support recipient’s uncertainty about the stressful event and enhancing his or her 
perceptions of coping efficacy (Albrecht & Adelman, 1987). Similar to the effects of perceived 
support availability, supportive messages may also reduce the negativity of a stressor by 
changing support a recipient’s appraisal of the situation (Burleson & Goldsmith, 1998). 
Regardless of the specific mechanism through which social support reduces the impact of a 
stressor, the main function of received/enacted support is to help individuals cope with the stress. 
Types of support. Researchers have developed a taxonomy of social support that 
distinguishes types by the specific function (Cutrona & Russell, 1990; Cutrona & Suhr, 1994; Xu 
& Burleson, 2002). Emotional support indicates supportive behaviors that express love, 
empathy, and concern (Burleson & Goldsmith, 1998). The primary function of emotional support 
is to improve the affective experience of the support recipient. Communication scholars have 
focused on characteristics of comforting messages when examining emotional support 
(MacGeorge et al., 2011). Informational support is defined as efforts at providing people with 
useful advice, facts, or opinions that will help them solve problems. A program of research on 
advice giving has evolved around this type of support (MacGeorge et al., 2011). Tangible 





reaffirming individuals’ self-worth and self-efficacy. It is usually enacted by telling the person 
that he or she is likeable, valuable, and competent (Xu & Burleson, 2001). Some scholars have 
described esteem support as a type of emotional support (Holmstrom & Burleson, 2011). Finally, 
network support is provided to enhance individuals’ sense of belonging either through putting 
them in contact with a supportive network or expressing inclusion and connection (Xu & 
Burleson, 2001). 
Augmenting the “Critical Incident” View: Supportive Communication in the Context of 
Everyday Interactions 
Although the critical incident view has been the dominant way of conceptualizing 
enacted/received support, some researchers have argued that defining social support only in the 
context of stressful events is limited because this definition excludes other important 
communicative processes through which support can be delivered (Barnes & Duck, 1994; 
Leatham & Duck, 1990). Specifically, researchers noted that “almost all research focuses on the 
direct marshalling of support and too little looks at the regular everyday background from which 
such requests arise” (Barnes & Duck, 1994, p. 178). Similarly, Leatham and Duck (1990) 
contended that people’s senses of social support derive not only from dramatic times of crisis, 
but also “the routine, mundane, under-researched interactions of normal daily life” (p.1). Here, 
“sense of social support” may be interpreted as perceived availability of support. Thus, 
theoretically, the daily enacted support may be an antecedent of perceived support. Yet it is 
conceptually distinguishable from perceived support availability because it focuses on the 






Hence, I argue that research on enacted/received social support will benefit from 
developing a more encompassing conceptual framework that includes both the supportive 
transactions occurring during stressful times and those enacted as part of the ordinary relating 
experiences. Barnes and Duck (1994) defined social support broadly as “behaviors that, whether 
directly or indirectly, communicate to an individual that she or he is valued and cared for by 
others” (p. 176). According to this definition, social support can be delivered through everyday 
communication as well as through particular supportive interactions at the presence of a salient 
stressor. A crucial step toward developing a conceptualization of support in the context of 
everyday mundane communication is to review relevant literature on this subject. Specifically, 
my conceptualization draws on two bodies of preexisting work: (a) a relationship perspective on 
social support and (b) mundane interactions in close relationships.  
A relationship perspective on social support. Close relationships, such as marriages 
and family relationships, are the main sources of social support. Many studies of supportive 
communication assumed that people seek and receive support from others who know and care 
about them (Reis & Collins, 2000). Although communication scholars are often concerned about 
the immediate change of affective and cognitive status after one or a few supportive interactions, 
a single (or a few) interaction is not enough to engender an enduring sense of support within this 
relationship (Cutrona, Suhr, & MacFarlane, 1990). Rather, when people talk about supportive 
interactions in a relationship, they tend to rely on a global perception derived from multiple 
encounters with a relational partner over an extended period of time (Cutrona et al., 1990). 
Expanding on this notion that supportive relationships have to be constituted through 
multiple episodes of supportive interactions, scholars stated that an alternative to the “critical 





such as frequency of relational conflict, intimacy, partner responsiveness, and interdependence 
(Lakey & Cohen, 2000). Of course, strictly speaking, people’s perceptions of these relationship 
qualities (e.g., closeness, intimacy, and warmth) are not the same as support, yet they are highly 
correlated with perceptions of support in the relationship (Lakey & Cohen, 2000). 
Therefore, to understand social support within the context of close relationships, 
researchers ought to acknowledge the fact that the processes and consequences of supportive 
communication are interrelated with a myriad of other relationship processes. For example, a 
college student may receive emotional support from the parent during stressful times or tangible 
support when material aids are needed. But in an ongoing parent-child relationship, it is highly 
plausible that the child also experiences the parent’s support through processes that are not 
directly targeted at the child’s difficult conditions. Recall that Barnes and Duck (1994) defined 
social support as direct or indirect behaviors that make individuals feel cared and valued; the 
child may feel cared and valued by the parent when the parent calls to check in routinely and 
show interest in the child’s everyday life. 
In sum, in viewing social support as part of the relating experience in addition to 
supportive behaviors targeted at a “critical incident” (Badr et al., 2001), I contend that 
interpersonal processes that are not explicitly aimed at helping others cope with a specific 
stressful event can bear supportive value. Next, I turn to a discussion of everyday mundane 
communication in close relationships and its implications for social support. 
Everyday communication in close relationships. More than two decades ago, Duck 
and colleagues called for more scholarly attention to the role of everyday, mundane 
communication in ongoing personal relationships (e.g., Duck, 1988, 1990; Duck & Pond, 1989; 





relationships back then primarily focused on interaction episodes that were “stripped from their 
everyday contexts and the surrounding paraphernalia of life” (p. 85). In Duck and colleagues’ 
original discussions, a formal definition of everyday, routine communication was not offered, but 
the content and processes of such communication have been described as trivial, mundane, 
and/or recurring (Duck, 1988; Duck et al., 1991). 
It is important to note that “everyday” does not mean “everything” in relational 
communication. Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) defined everyday talk as speech events that recur 
between relational partners and communicatively constitute the relationships. In a series of 
studies with college student participants, Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) inductively derived a 
taxonomy of speech events in everyday conversations across different types of personal 
relationships. In particular, they demonstrated that six types of everyday talk were the most 
prevalent among college students: gossip, making plans, joking around, small talk, catching up, 
and recapping the day (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996). An important conclusion of Goldsmith and 
Baxter (1996) was that college students reported having deep and serious speech events (e.g., in-
depth discussions and exchange of opinions) much less frequently than engaging in mundane 
everyday talk. 
More recently, growing attention has been directed to the role of communication 
technologies (e.g., texts, instant messaging, social media) in conducting everyday interactions in 
relationships (Baym, 2009). Some researchers have adapted the taxonomy of everyday talk 
developed by Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) to capture the range of communicative activities over 
technologies (Ledbetter, Broeckelman-Post, & Krawsczyn, 2011; Ledbetter & Keating, 2014). 
For instance, Ledbetter et al. (2011) measured frequency of 24 types of everyday talk identified 





and Keating (2014) utilized the same scale to assess friends’ everyday talk on Facebook. These 
studies revealed that individuals conducted a similar set of speech events via communication 
technologies as they did over face-to-face communication, indicating that communication 
technologies have offered new tools for the enactment of everyday talk in personal relationships. 
Supportive functions of everyday communication. How could social support transpire 
via everyday communication in personal relationships? First, everyday mundane communication 
bears supportive value because it fosters a sense of continuity of a relationship and constantly 
signals the “presence” of a partner (Duck, 1988, 1990). Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) suggested 
the potential psychological significance of the everyday speech events by noting that 
“relationship parties appear to enact several speech events whose function is to add continuity as 
compensation for the discontinuity inherent in relating” (p. 107). The continuity of the 
relationship and the social presence of the relational partner likely contribute to a feeling of 
being supported, given that people are generally comforted by being in relationship and by 
believing someone is “there” (Uchino, 2004). Thus, it is reasonable to posit that everyday 
communication could serve certain supportive functions. Indeed, Leatham and Duck (1990) 
reasoned, “the normal conduct of personal relationships is often supportive, even in the absence 
of a specific stressor, request for support, or the intention to provide support” (p. 1). Echoing this 
reasoning, Gottlieb (1985) contended that supportive social influence was usually derived from a 
social environment constituted by everyday social conduct, and the supportive nature of a long-
term relationship is an “unintentional product” of “regularized interaction” (p. 368). The key, 
then, is that everyday talk keeps the relationship alive and the partner symbolically present. The 
“presence” of a relational partner would in turn, enhance the perceived availability of support 





As mentioned previously, technologies play an increasingly vital role in facilitating 
mundane communication that enhances users’ social presence during temporary and longer-term 
physical separation. Tong and Walther (2011) suggested that a useful approach to understanding 
the role of technologies in interpersonal processes is to concentrate on the mundane exchange 
that technologies have made prevalent. People in close relationships often conduct mundane 
communication over mobile technologies. For example, Su (2015) revealed that romantic 
couples in college frequently exchanged “sweet nothings” (p.4) over instant messaging, which 
were described as communication without substantial content and only contained trivial 
messages. Yet, couples deemed such trivial messages as functional to the maintenance of 
relationships as they contributed to a sense of being together in a relationship (Su, 2015). In 
parent-child relationships, Smith (2015) found that college students maintained routine 
connections with parents through mundane phone calls and/or text messages that checked in with 
each other. Additionally, Licoppe (2004) contended that technologies have fostered 
communication in a connected mode, which is comprised of short textual or vocal messages 
exchanged throughout the day (e.g., texting each other funny pictures, instant messaging to 
quickly check up on one another). This type of technologically mediated communication 
functions to reactivate the interpersonal link through a continuous flow of communicative 
gestures and to remind partners of each other’s availability in the relationship. In short, online 
social presence is one form of mundane support facilitated by everyday technologically mediated 
communication in personal relationships. 
Second, everyday communication can have supportive functions by signaling care and 
concern even in the absence of a salient stressor. In a study about a spouse’s social support 





importance of routine talk between the spouses in the coping processes. Different from troubles 
talk in which partners engage in supportive communication targeted at a specific issue or 
stressor, routine talk represents a form of social support that may be “disguised in ordinary 
conversation” (Goldsmith, 2004, p. 134). Although routine talk may come across as trivial and 
insignificant, it facilitates partners’ co-presence and behavioral interdependence (e.g., taking a 
walk together as a daily routine). Supportive messages embedded in ordinary routines are subtle, 
unobtrusive ways to express concerns and cares for the partner without making the partner feel 
vulnerable or inefficacious (Goldsmith, 2004). Participants in Goldsmith’s (2004) study were 
coping with a chronic stressor; however, subtle ways to express cares and concerns even in the 
absence of a stressor can deliver support. That is, even when people perform the supportive 
behaviors without consciously thinking that they are providing support to target a specific 
stressor, these behaviors still have a certain supportive function. 
Along this line, Gottman and Driver’s (2005) research on everyday marital interaction 
shed light on the function of the mundane part of couples’ everyday relationship. They examined 
the turning responses in mundane interaction, such as “turning toward” (i.e., paying attention 
and acknowledging a partner with excitement and eagerness) and “turning away” (i.e., refusing 
to direct attention to the partner; Gottman & Driver, 2005). The “turning toward” type of 
everyday interactions become “bids for emotional connection” from partners (Gottman & Driver, 
2005, p.64) and were associated with less problematic conflict interactions in marital 
relationships (Gottman & Driver, 2005). In light of these past studies, the supportive functions of 
everyday interactions in personal relationships can be actualized through behaviors that do not 
directly state affection but make a relational partner feel that s/he is being attended to and cared 





can operate in a “supportive mode” (Barnes & Duck, 1994, p. 176) within an ongoing 
relationship.  
Mundane Support: Definition and Operationalization 
Based on the above discussions about the relationship perspective of social support and 
supportive functions of everyday mundane communication, I put forward the following 
definition of mundane support: mundane support is delivered through everyday behaviors that 
signal the social presence of a relational partner and/or indicate care and concern. It is 
comprised of communicative behaviors (face-to-face or mediated by technologies) with 
supportive functions, but the behaviors are enacted outside of the context of stressful events. 
Mundane support is defined in contrast to the types of support under the “critical incident” view 
of social support. To follow, I discuss the distinctive features of mundane support that sets it 
apart from other types of social support. Then, I propose the operationalization of mundane 
support. 
Distinctive features of mundane support. First, mundane support is different from the 
other types of social support in that it is part of the ordinary interaction in an ongoing 
relationship and is not targeted at a salient stressor. As discussed previously, a main component 
of the “critical incident” perspective on supportive communication is the presence of stressors. 
That is, the potential support recipient must be perceived as in need of help due to certain 
stressful conditions. Thus, given a salient stressor, both the support provider and support 
recipient know that an episode of interaction is targeted at that stressor. Moreover, there must be 
a “beginning” (e.g., direct or indirect seeking for support) and an “end” (e.g., a support provider 





mundane support is integrated into the ongoing relating processes of a relationship and does not 
have a definitive beginning or end. 
Second, because mundane support is enacted outside of the context of stressful events 
and it is integrated into people’s everyday interactions, mundane support is distinct from other 
types of support in that the primary goal of a mundane supportive behavior is not to offer 
support. According to Schrader and Dillard (1998), the primary goal refers to the motivations of 
an action (i.e., what the actor tries to accomplish with the behavior). However, when enacting the 
mundane support behaviors, people are not primarily driven by the goal to offer support. This 
does not suggest that people are never aware of the supportive value of these behaviors; rather, 
they engage in these behaviors as the normal routine of interactions with a relational partner. In 
other words, the main purpose of the mundane support is not explicitly to provide support 
because people tend to do these things as part of their everyday interaction; yet, these behaviors 
likely yield positive outcomes due to their supportive functions. Illustrating this point, Gottlieb 
(1985) noted that support can be “unintentional product” of people’s everyday relating 
experience (p. 368). In contrast, other types of social support are inherently driven by the 
primary goal to provide support when the prospective support recipients are faced with stressful 
situations. Such distinction is similar to the distinction between strategic and routine relational 
maintenance (Dainton & Stafford, 1993). Strategic maintenance behaviors are conducted with an 
explicit intent to maintain the relationships, whereas routine maintenance behaviors are not 
invoked with such explicit intention, even though they are not less important for the sustenance 
of a relationship (Dindia, 2000). Taken together, mundane support is distinguishable from other 
types of support that are typically conceptualized from a “critical incident” perspective because 





Functions of mundane support. Given that mundane support is enacted during the 
normal conduct of a relationship even when a salient stressor is not present, it is plausible that 
mundane support will have a main effect on people’s well-being. Similar to the main effect of 
social integration, mundane support could generally improve individuals’ psychological and 
even physiological status by strengthening their sense of connection and belief that they are 
cared for by a significant other. Further, mundane support will likely have a direct effect on 
perceptions of global relationship well-being (e.g., closeness, satisfaction) because the mundane 
support behaviors also serve certain functions of relational maintenance. Hence, receiving 
mundane support may enhance one’s subjective well-being and relationship satisfaction.  
Previous research has suggested that there is an interconnection between mundane 
support and other types of support targeted at specific stressors. For example, Leatham and Duck 
(1990) noted that daily routine/mundane interactions in a long-term relationship provide the 
“backdrop” against which support is given in specific interactions. Extending this proposition, 
Goldsmith (2004) argued that routine talks also enhanced partners’ interdependence in terms of 
behaviors (i.e., more opportunities to do things together), which creates opportunities for 
supportive interactions during times of stress. Therefore, it is possible that the support from a 
partner who also provides mundane support in ordinary interaction will be better received by an 
individual who is under stress. I anticipate that mundane support will interact with other types of 
received support (e.g., emotional, informational support) to affect one’s subjective well-being 
and relationship satisfaction.  
Operationalization of mundane support. Based on the concept explication and 
previous literature on everyday interactions (e.g., Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996; Schon, 2014), 12 





communication, and these items fell into two categories: (a) facilitating social presence and (b) 
signaling care and concern (see Table 2-1). Eight items tapped the behaviors that would signal 
the social presence of parents. Four of the eight items were about behaviors that would enhance 
perceptions of physical presence (e.g., “My parent spends time hanging out with me”) and the 
other four items were about technologically mediated communication that would facilitate online 
social presence (e.g., “My parent uses technologies to send me pleasantries, such as hello and 
good morning”). An additional four items were devised to measure everyday communication that 
would indicate care and concern (e.g., “In our everyday communication, my parent wants to 
learn what I do and see in a day”).  
To evaluate the face validity of the items and determine whether the depicted behaviors 
serve supportive functions, a group of undergraduate students (N = 50) recruited from 
communication courses in University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign reviewed the proposed 
items1. Participants read the items and rated the extent to which the parental behavior depicted in 
each item made him/her feel supported (1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = to a 
great extent). Then, in response to an open-ended question, students wrote down additional 
behaviors that a parent might enact in everyday life that would make them feel supported. In 
particular, to highlight the distinction between mundane support and other types of support 
typically enacted during stressful times, students were told that “everyday life” refers to routine 
aspects of interactions, and not times when parents knew that they were confronted with stressful 
events. 
																																																						
1	Of the participants who provided demographic information, 39 were female (78%) and 10 were male (20%). The 
average age was 20.78 (SD = 1.65). The majority of participants self-identified as White/Caucasian (n = 29, 58%), 
followed by Hispanic/Latino (n = 7, 14%), Black/African American (n = 6, 12%), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 5, 





Table 2-1 provides a summary of the participants’ evaluations of each item’s supportive 
value. The mean scores of all of the items were above three (out of a 4-point scale), meaning that 
participants perceived that these behaviors would make them feel at least somewhat supported. 
Specifically, the mean scores of Items 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, and 12 approached 4 (i.e., supportive to 
a great extent). Items 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 has relatively lower levels of mean scores (i.e., only 
slightly above 3), suggesting that these items should be modified or replaced. Participants’ open-
ended responses were used to guide modification of these items. Next, I describe the analytic 
procedure and findings of the open-ended answers. 
Table 2-1.  
Items devised to measure mundane support and ratings of supportive value 
Items 
Participants’ Ratings of Supportive Value 
 
1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = 
somewhat, 4 = to a great extent M SD 
1 2 3 4 
1. My parent spends time 
hanging out with me. 
2% 10% 40% 48% 3.34 .75 
2. My parent visits me when 
I am away from home. 
4% 12% 34% 50% 3.30 .84 
3. When he/she has time, my 
parent wants to get together 
with me to have a good 
time. 
2% 16% 42% 40% 3.29 .78 
4. My parent suggests that 
he/she and I go out 
somewhere, such as to a 
movie or a restaurant. 
2% 18% 48% 32% 3.10 .76 
5. My parent sends me 
funny things over 
technologies (e.g., phone 
call, texting, instant 
messaging). 








6. My parent uses 
technologies to send me 
pleasantries, such as hello 
and good morning. 
4% 16% 38% 42% 3.18 .85 
7. My parent uses 
technologies to maintain a 
sense of connection with me 
throughout the day. 
0% 14% 40% 46% 3.32 .77 
8. My parent reassures me 
that he/she is thinking of me 
using technologies. 
6% 16% 44% 34% 3.06 .87 
9. In our everyday 
communication, my parent 
wants to learn what I do and 
see in a day. 
4% 20% 38% 38% 3.10 .86 
10. In our everyday 
communication, my parent 
asks about my daily 
happenings. 
2% 16% 26% 56% 3.36 .83 
11. My parent reaches out to 
contact me if he/she does not 
hear from me for some time. 
0% 4% 28% 68% 3.64 .56 
12.  My parent is interested 
in learning if I am doing well 
when we 
 have casual talks. 
2% 6% 24% 66% 3.57 .71 
 
In response to the open-ended question, participants wrote down a total of 149 behaviors 
their parents may do during everyday, routine interaction that were perceived to be supportive. 
Of the 50 participants, 42 wrote down at least one behavior. First, I read through all the 
responses and determined if they met the criteria of mundane support (i.e., enacted during 
everyday routine interactions outside of the context of stressful events). Nineteen responses were 
removed from the sample because they did not fit these criteria; for example, some participants 





homework” and “paid some of my bills”), informational support (e.g., “answered questions I’ve 
had about finances”), and emotional/esteem support (e.g., “giving me hope that I can conquer my 
problems” and “tell me they are proud of me”). Then, I coded a total of 130 responses line-by-
line and assigned codes that described the content and/or nature of each supportive behavior. 
During the open coding, I attempted to set aside my conceptual understanding of mundane 
support and allowed the categories to emerge from the data. Next, using constant comparative 
methods (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), I assessed the codes and rough categories obtained through 
open coding and combined them into broader categories. I defined the properties of each 
category and identified exemplar quotes as illustrations of each category. In the final stage, I 
reapplied the categories to the data by coding all the responses. Discrepant cases were inspected 
and necessary changes were made to finalize the categories. Table 2-2 summaries the final set of 
categories. 
Table 2-2. 
Categories of open-ended responses 
Category Description Exemplar Quotes 
Connected communication 
via technologies 
The parent initiates contact 
with the child to maintain 
connection using 
technologies, including 
texting, phone call, and video 
chat. 
“Calling me to check in.” 
“Sending a good morning 
text.” 
“Phone calls when something 
reminds them of me.” 
“Call me weekly.” 
Care and concern in everyday 
communication 
The parent asks about the 
child’s lives. 
“Asks about what I find 
interesting.” 
“Asks about school.” 
“Ask what I ate that day.” 
“Make sure I stay on track.” 
“Asks for updates on things 








Table 2-2 (continued). 
Updates of parents’ or 
families’ lives 
The parent tells the child 
about his/her lives and 
updates of other family 
members. 
“Send pictures about family 
events.” 
“Letting me know how 
everything and everyone is 
doing at home to make me 
feel included.” 
“Getting filled in on events 
happening home while 
away.” 
“When my parents confide in 
me about things going on in 
their lives.” 
Co-presence The parent spends time with 
the child while being 
physically together. 
“Going out to eat.” 
“Parent offering to stop by 
apartment/dorm and talk.” 
“Make extra time to hang out 
when I visit home.” 
“Coming down to visit and 
taking me to get groceries and 
dinner to talk.” 
Sending things through mail The parent sends the child 
gifts, cards, or letters. 
“Sending a care package.” 
“I like when my dad sends 
me random gifts.” 
“Sending cards in the mail.” 
 
Comparing the categories of the open-ended responses (Table 2-2) and the list of written 
items (Table 2-1), I found overlaps between the proposed dimensions of mundane support and 
categories emerged from the open-ended responses. Specifically, the “co-presence” category 
corresponded with the “offline social presence” dimension of the proposed conceptualization. 
The “connected communication via technologies” category was similar to the “online social 
presence” aspect of mundane support and further, the “care and concern in everyday 
communication” category confirmed that “care and concern” was one component of mundane 
support. Results of the open-ended responses, however, suggest that there are additional aspects 
of mundane support that were not captured by the original 12-item scale. As shown in Table 2-2, 





“updates of parents or families’ lives” category), and sent them things through mail, they felt 
supported. Sending gifts or cards through mail tends to signal care; thus, additional survey items 
should be developed to tap these behaviors. Three new items were created to tap the new 
category about updating parents’ and families’ lives. Furthermore, to make the survey questions 
more consistent with undergraduate students’ understanding of the behaviors, wordings of the 
items that received relatively low scores for the assessment of supportive value (i.e., Items 4, 5, 
6, 8, and 9; see Table 2-1) were modified using language from the open-ended responses.  
Finally, a total of 16 items were created or rewritten to operationalize each category of 
parental mundane support: offline presence, online presence, care and concern, and updates of 
parents and families (see Table 2-3). The instructions for this new measure asked participants a 
prompt that read, “please indicate the extent to which your parent does each of the following 
behaviors during your everyday, mundane interactions; that is, not during times when you’re 
confronted with difficult situations, but as routine aspects of day-to-day life.” The responses to 
the prompt used a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = regularly, 5 = a 
great deal). The wordings of items were written to ask children about parental mundane support, 



















Parental mundane support scale 
Category Items 
Offline presence 
• Spending time hanging out with you. 
• Coming to visit you when you’re away from home. 
• Wanting to get together with you. 
• Making opportunities for you to do things together (e.g., going 
out to eat). 
Online presence 
• Using technologies (e.g., text, phone call, video chat, email, etc.) 
to maintain a sense of connection with you. 
• Checking in with you via technologies (e.g., text, phone call, 
video chat, email, etc.). 
• Reaching out to contact you using technologies (e.g., text, phone 
call, video chat, email, etc.) if s/he does not hear from you for 
some time. 
• Using technologies (e.g., text, phone call, video chat, email, etc.) 
to send brief pleasantries, such as greetings, good morning, 
and/or good night. 
Care and concern 
• Asking about your everyday life (e.g., what you ate, school, 
things you find interesting). 
• Being interested in learning if you are doing well when you have 
casual talks. 
• Asking about your daily happenings in your everyday 
communication. 
• Sending you care packages. 
• Sending you gifts or cards in your mail. 
Updates of parents and 
families 
• Telling you about things going on in his/her life. 
• Filling you in on family events when you are away from home. 
• Letting you know how other family members are doing. 
 
In summary, Chapter 2 reviewed three conceptualizations of social support. I extended 
the conceptualization of received/enacted support to the context of everyday mundane 
communication by explicating the concept of mundane support. Since this dissertation aims to 
empirically examine the effects of mundane support and other types of received/enacted support 
in close relationships, in Chapter 3, I introduce the relational context for the current investigation 
– parent-child relationship during children’s emerging adulthood. Particularly, I discuss the role 






CHAPTER 3: SOCIAL SUPPORT IN PARENT-CHILD RELATIONSHIPS DURING 
EMERGING ADULTHOOD 
Family socialization does not cease after young adult children are launched from parents’ 
home (Padilla-Walker, Nelson, & Carroll, 2012; Schrodt et al., 2009). Even though most 
research on parenting and parental influences has focused on the first two decades of children’s 
development (i.e., infancy to late adolescence), a growing body of research has expanded the age 
span of interest and investigated the continuity and evolution of the parent-child relationships 
during children’s transition into adulthood (e.g., Aquilino, 2006; Buhl, 2009; Fingerman, Cheng, 
Tighe, et al., 2012). Parent-child relationships continue into children’s adulthood with changing 
dynamics of interaction (Nelson, Padilla-Walker, Christensen, Evans, & Carroll, 2011). Given 
that emerging adulthood tends to be a stress-inducing transition for young people, an important 
type of parent-child interaction at this developmental stage is parents’ provision of support to 
their emerging adult children (e.g., Aquilino, 2006; Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, et al., 2012). Yet, 
receiving too much support from parents may interfere with emerging adults’ development of 
autonomy and hinder a successful transition to adulthood, as children may miss the opportunity 
to think and act independently. It should be noted that autonomy refers to agency (e.g., the ability 
to act on one’s own), self-governing, and a sense of motivated efficacy and thus, autonomy is not 
incompatible with relatedness (Kagitcibasi, 2013). In fact, both connection to parents and 
autonomy are important for the mental well-being of emerging adults (Inguglia, Ingoglia, Liga, 
Coco, & Cricchio, 2015). Thus, in this study, autonomy emphasizes emerging adults’ agency and 
efficacy, rather than a detachment from parents. In the paragraphs to follow, I first discuss the 
nature of emerging adulthood and then, I review extant research that has documented mixing 






As more young people in industrialized countries participate in education after secondary 
school, many of them enter workforce, get married, and become parents later than did the 
previous generations (Arnett, 2000, 2015). As a result, there is an extended period of time 
between the end of individuals’ adolescence and the time when they reach full-grown adulthood. 
Developmental psychologist Jeffrey Arnett coined the term emerging adulthood to describe such 
a new life stage that became salient by the turn of the twenty-first century (Arnett, 2000). 
Emerging adult is typically used in reference to individuals aged 18 to mid-20s (Arnett, 2000). A 
defining feature of emerging adults is a feeling of “in-between,” meaning that they are no longer 
teenagers, yet they still do not view themselves entirely as adults (Arnett, 2007). Consequently, 
some emerging adults experience a period of ambivalence before entering adulthood. 
A challenging life transition for many emerging adults is the transition to college, as a 
considerable proportion of emerging adults in developed countries participate in postsecondary 
education (i.e., colleges or universities; Arnett, 2015). Emerging adults in college strive to be 
independent and self-reliant when transitioning to being geographically apart from their families 
of origin. Also, they typically encounter various possibilities for future careers and have to make 
decisions that have a significant impact on life (Arnett, 2015). In college, most emerging adults 
are confronted with stressors in their social, academic, and professional lives (Hurst, Baranik, & 
Daniel, 2013). As a result, most college students still need various types of support (e.g., 
emotional and/or financial support) from their social network to successfully navigate their ways 
into adulthood (Shaver, Furman, & Buhrmester, 1985). Although romantic partners and best 
friends gradually take the place of parents to be the primary sources of support for emerging 





important support providers for emerging adults (Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, et al., 2012). In fact, 
parents are generally motivated to offer support to emerging adults because they think helping 
their children is an investment in their own future (Fingerman, Cheng, Cichy, Birditt, & Zarit, 
2013). Therefore, a key interpersonal process for parent-child relationships during the child’s 
emerging adulthood is parental provision of social support. 
Parental Support During Children’s Emerging Adulthood 
Many studies have addressed the fact that parents are important sources of tangible 
support for emerging adults (e.g., Swartz, 2008). For emerging adults attending college, parental 
tangible support comes in a variety of forms, including paying for tuition, health insurance, and 
transportation (Aquilino, 2006). Parents also provide intangible support to their emerging adult 
children, including emotional support and informational support (i.e., advice; Carlson, 2014; 
Fingerman, Miller, Birditt, & Zarit, 2009; Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, et al., 2012). For example, a 
recent study utilizing diary log methods (Fingerman et al., 2016) showed that over the course of 
one week, most parents reported providing advice (87%) and emotional support (80%) to a 
grown child, and to a lesser extent, they reported providing practical support to a grown child 
(67%). In another study of young adults aged 18 to 24 years old that analyzed students separately 
from the rest of the sample, Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, et al. (2012) found that students received 
advice and emotional support from parents almost weekly, and received practical and financial 
support about a few times a month. In short, parents not only support emerging adults with 
material aid, they also frequently offer non-material support to them.  
Parents may also provide mundane support to emerging adult children. With the wide 
adoption of communication technologies (e.g., mobile phones, instant messaging, social media, 





to maintain frequent contact even after the grown children are launched from home (Schon, 
2014). Indeed, research has shown that mundane exchange over mobile technologies is important 
for emerging adults and parents to maintain a sense of connection (Chen & Katz, 2009; Schon, 
2014). In particular, an unpublished focus group study about college students’ communication 
with parents reported that parents’ supportive messages often were not targeted at any particular 
stressful event (Wang, 2016). For example, one participant shared that his parents texted him 
funny things that brightened his day.  
There is some evidence of the positive effects of parental support on emerging adults’ 
well-being during college. Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline, and Russell (1994) found that 
parental social support was inversely related to college students’ anxiety level, which was in 
turn, negatively associated with academic self-efficacy. Similarly, Li, Albert, and Dwelle (2014) 
reported that parental support was inversely associated with first- and second-year college 
students’ depression, but positively associated with their self-esteem. Parental social support was 
positively associated with students’ grade point average (GPA) after controlling for social 
support from friends and romantic partner (Cutrona et al., 1994). Miczo, Miczo, and Johnson 
(2006) surveyed college freshmen and found that those who received more social support from 
parents were more likely to seek care when sick and were less stressed at the end of the semester 
than were students receiving less parental support. Corroborating these findings, Fingerman, 
Cheng, Tighe, et al. (2012) found that the amount of parental support was positively related to 
life satisfaction of emerging adults. Moreover, each of the six types of parental support (i.e., 
advice, emotional support, practical support, financial support, technical help, and listening to 
talk about daily events) was positively associated with college students’ life satisfaction. It 





the student participants in Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, et al. (2012), suggesting that emerging 
adults with student status may benefit more from parental support than nonstudent emerging 
adults.  
Decreasing Importance and Negative Outcomes of Parental Social Support 
Throughout the developmental trajectory, individuals gradually become less dependent 
on their parents while establishing relationships with peers and romantic partners. Furman and 
Buhrmester (1992) noted that as individuals entered adolescence, they oriented themselves 
toward personal relationships outside of the families of origin and became increasingly reliant on 
friends and romantic partners for support. At the same time, adolescents and emerging adults 
often begin to view parental support as less important than before. Surjadi, Lorenz, Wickrama, 
and Conger (2011) provided indirect evidence for the decline of the importance of parental 
support in emerging adulthood. They found that extra-familial partner support significantly 
affected emerging adults’ sense of mastery (i.e., feelings of personal agency and efficacy), but 
parental support at this period was not a significant factor predicting a sense of mastery.  
Importantly, the literature has documented some instances of negative consequences of 
parental support for emerging adults. Given that a main developmental task for emerging adults 
is to become self-reliant individuals, parental support, especially an excessive amount of support, 
could undermine emerging adults’ autonomy (Johnson & Benson, 2012). Focusing on parents’ 
financial support, Mortimer (2012) noted that having access to financial aid from parents may 
impede emerging adults’ establishment of economic self-sufficiency. Padilla-Walker et al. 
(2012) suggested that young people who received relatively less financial assistance from parents 
transitioned into the adult status more rapidly than those received more parental financial 





sense of self-efficacy that “provides critical psychological advantages in navigating the transition 
to adulthood” (Mortimer, 2012, p. 31). Indeed, Pettit et al. (2011) found that women who 
perceived higher levels of family support in their early 20s had a slower decrease in depressive 
symptoms through age 30 than did those perceiving less family support. Since parents are the 
main sources of family support, this is indirect evidence that parental support may interfere with 
emerging adult women’s ability to establish autonomy, which in turn, may negatively affect their 
psychological well-being. 
The potential negative effects of parental support during emerging adulthood is evident in 
the discussions about “helicopter parenting,” a phrase that depicts behaviors of parents who are 
over-involved in emerging adult children’s lives (e.g., Fingerman, Cheng, Wesselmann, et al., 
2012; Nelson, Padilla-Walker, & Nielson, 2015). Research has shown that parental support for 
children’s autonomy (i.e., allowing emerging adults to decide things for themselves and run their 
lives independently) significantly enhanced emerging adults’ competence and a sense of mastery 
(Inguglia et al., 2015; Surjadi et al., 2011), but parents’ provision of too much support may 
indicate a lack of support for children’s autonomy. It is noteworthy that the operationalization of 
parental over-involvement (Haydon, 2015) or over-parenting (Segrin, Givertz, Swaitkowski, & 
Montgomery, 2015) often includes items that tap parental support (e.g., “I make suggestions to 
my child to help him/her get things accomplished,” “My father helps me with decisions about my 
social life,” “My mother checks up on me to see whether I need anything”). Research found that 
emerging adults’ reports of parents’ over-parenting behaviors was associated with more 
children’s problems (Segrin et al., 2015). College women’s perception of parental over-
involvement was positively associated with stress experienced during the transition to adulthood 





between parents’ payment for college tuition and college freshmen’s perception of helicopter 
parenting. These findings indicate that receiving (too much of) parents’ support may strengthen a 
sense of parental over-involvement and lower the sense of autonomy.  
In addition to the impact on emerging adults’ well-being, the support processes can affect 
parents’ well-being. A parent and a child are interdependent in the relationship; therefore, the 
healthy development of the child often has a positive effect on the parent, whereas children’s 
problems can negatively affect parental well-being. For example, among a large sample of 
middle-age adults, poorer parental well-being was predicted by an adult child’s problems and 
better parental well-being was predicted by the overall success of grown children (Fingerman, 
Cheng, Birditt, & Zarit, 2012). As the support providers, parents may indirectly benefit from the 
support they provide to children as they feel fulfilled by helping their children make a transition 
into adulthood. Indeed, Fingerman et al.’s (2016) diary study showed that on the days when 
parents provided support to their grown children, they reported more positive mood.  
However, there are also circumstances in which parental well-being was negatively 
associated with support provision. Having children dependent on them for an extended period of 
time can be stressful to parents, especially for parents from lower income families (Fingerman, 
Kim, Davis, et al., 2015). More importantly, research suggests that parents’ provision of support 
to emerging adult children is not always unconditional; rather, parents evaluate the 
“appropriateness” of the social support by comparing their children against the “conventional 
independence norms” (Descartes, 2006, p. 138). Fingerman, Cheng, Wesselmann, et al. (2012) 
reported that even though the frequency of providing support was not significantly associated 





children as “nonnormative” (i.e., too much support) was negatively associated with parents’ life 
satisfaction.  
In sum, findings about the consequences of parental support on emerging adults and their 
parents’ well-being are highly mixed. Therefore, the current dissertation proposes to examine the 
following research questions concerning the effects of different types of parental support on 
emerging adults and their parents’ subjective well-being and parent-child relationship 
satisfaction. 
RQ1: Will there be positive associations between the amount of parental (a) emotional, 
(b) informational, (c) tangible, (d) esteem, (e) network, and (f) mundane support that 
emerging adults receive and subjective well-being reported by emerging adults and 
parent-child relationship satisfaction reported by emerging adults and their parents? 
RQ2: Will there be positive associations between the amount of parental (a) emotional, 
(b) informational, (c) tangible, (d) esteem, (e) network, and (f) mundane support that 
parents provided to emerging adults and subjective well-being and parent-child 
relationship satisfaction reported by emerging adults and their parents? 
Based on the review of previous research that documented both positive and negative 
effects of parental support, researchers ought to not only focus on the frequency of supportive 
communication between parents and emerging adults, but also examine under what 
circumstances parental support would facilitate emerging adults’ transition to adulthood or 
undermine emerging adults’ autonomy. Similarly, from the perspective of the support providers 
(i.e., parents), it is crucial to employ a framework that can help researchers go beyond the 
frequency or amount of support provided and identify reasons why parental provision of support 





potentially useful framework through which parent-child supportive interactions during 
emerging adulthood can be examined. For example, by focusing on the discrepancies between 
the amounts of parental support that emerging adults receive and the amounts they desire, the 
support gaps approach may help disentangle the conditions in which parental support is more or 







CHAPTER 4: SOCIAL SUPPORT GAPS 
Although research from sociological and psychological perspectives provides ample 
evidence for the positive effects of social support (i.e., social integration and perceived 
availability of support) on individual well-being, the positive associations between 
enacted/received support and well-being are far from conclusive (e.g., Bolger, Zuckerman, & 
Kessler, 2000; Goldsmith, 2004). In fact, consistent with the research on parent-child 
relationships mentioned above, past studies on other relational contexts have shown that greater 
amounts of received support may elicit negative results (Sandler & Barrera, 1984). For example, 
the amount of received support was associated with more psychological distress of cardiac 
patients (Helgeson, 1993), higher levels of anxiety (Bolger et al., 2000), and reduced relational 
connectedness and security (Maisel & Gable, 2009). Although many studies did not rule out the 
possibility that individuals experiencing more stress could elicit or solicit more support than 
those who experience less stress, positive associations between measures of received support and 
indicators of worse well-being have been found in research with longitudinal designs (Maisel & 
Gable, 2009) and studies that focused on a single stressor (e.g., Bolger et al., 2000).  
An emerging line of research argues that the amount of support received may not be 
sufficient for explaining coping or enhanced relationship satisfaction because the amount of 
support provided has to match with the amount of support desired in order to achieve positive 
outcomes (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2009; Lawrence et al., 2008). To better understand the 
functions of supportive interactions in close relationships, researchers would need to go beyond 
the frequency or amount of support and examine support adequacy (Lawrence et al., 2008) or 
discrepancies between received and desired amount of support (i.e., support gap; Xu & 





findings of support adequacy and support gaps. Then, hypotheses and research questions are 
advanced to test various propositions in the context of parent-child relationships during the 
child’s emerging adulthood. 
Defining Support Gaps 
The notion of a support gap has grown out of the research on the functional roles of 
support processes in marriage (Cutrona, 1996; Dehle et al., 2001). Belle (1982) coined the term 
“support gap hypothesis” to describe the phenomenon that the wives in marriages typically 
receive less support from their husbands than the husbands receive from wives. In this case, a 
support gap indicates gender-related inequality in marriages, such that men benefit more from 
marriage than do women. Subsequent studies that empirically investigated such gender-related 
support gaps, however, demonstrated only limited evidence (e.g., Cutrona, 1996; Xu & Burleson, 
2001). The implications of the “support gaps” are more potent when it is operationalized as 
discrepancies between one’s desired levels of support and the levels of support actually received 
(Xu & Burleson, 2001).  
The negative effects of support gaps could stem from the experience of support 
inadequacy (Dehle et al., 2001; Lawrence et al., 2008). Lakey and Drew (1997) stressed that 
support recipients evaluate the quality of supportive actions by not only assessing the content of 
supportive messages, but also comparing what they received with what they expected to receive. 
Thus, one important criterion of support quality is the congruency between individuals’ 
expectancy of support and the support received. Support quality tends to be deemed as poor 
when the received support is inadequate to satisfy the recipient’s desire. Indeed, the magnitude of 
discrepancies between desired and received support has been linked to decreased evaluation of 





such as marriages are considered major sources of social support, people commonly hold a set of 
expectations about how their marital partners should behave and the amounts of support they 
should provide during hard times as well as ordinary daily routines (Cutrona, 1996). If their 
expectations are unmet, people may think that the support they received from their partners as 
inadequate and in turn, may experience negative emotions (e.g., disappointment, anger, distress) 
and view their relationships in a negative light (Cutrona, 1996). 
Another way to understand the negative impact of support gaps is the matching model of 
social support (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). Originally, the matching model contends that social 
support is most helpful when the type of support provided directly addresses the stressor (e.g., 
offering tangible support to help someone solve a practical problem, but offering emotional 
support when someone experiences mental distress; Cutrona & Russell, 1990). Although the 
matching hypothesis oriented toward a support-stressor match has received limited empirical 
support, scholars have not abandoned this idea but rather, have modified the matching hypothesis 
to reflect a match between the amount of support received and the amount desired (Joseph et al., 
2016; McLaren & High, 2015). That is, rather than matching the type of support with the type of 
stressor, one should match the amount of support provided with the amount of support that the 
prospective recipient needs or desires (Brock & Lawrence, 2009). The matching hypothesis 
provides a more nuanced look at support inadequacy by making a distinction between two 
instances of mismatch: support surpluses and support deficits. Support surpluses occur when 
individuals perceive that they have received more support than they desired, whereas support 
deficits occur when they perceive they have received less support than they desired (Brock & 
Lawrence, 2009). Although these concepts are referred to as mismatches between support 





from desire to receive a different type of support (e.g., receiving informational support while 
preferring emotional support) as well as receiving not enough of a certain type of support. 
Consequences of Support Gaps 
Discrepancies between people’s desired and received support have been linked to a 
variety of outcomes. Broadly speaking, researchers have investigated the implications of support 
gaps within two different yet related conceptual frameworks: (a) support gaps in response to 
specific stressors and (b) perceptions of aggregate levels of support gaps in close relationships.  
First, adopting the “critical incident” view of supportive communication reviewed 
previously, research has examined support gaps during supportive episodes in response to 
specific stressors (e.g., High & Crowley, 2016; High & Steuber, 2014; Matsunaga, 2011). These 
studies were concerned with how the desired-received support discrepancies affect individuals’ 
cognitive and/or emotional experiences during the coping processes. For instance, Matsunaga 
(2011) collected self-report retrospective survey data from bullied victims and found that the 
magnitude of discrepancies between desired and received support was negatively associated with 
positive appraisal of the bullying experience, which in turn, impeded the victims’ post-bullying 
adjustment. High and Steuber’s (2014) survey study reported that women coping with infertility 
perceived support deficits from a number of sources. Perceptions of support deficits were 
negatively correlated with infertile women’s evaluation of support quality (High & Steuber, 
2014). In addition, other studies asked participants to report on a supportive episode they had 
when they were going through a stressful experience (McLaren & High, 2015) or coping with a 
taboo stressor within marriage (High & Crowley, 2016). These studies provided additional 
evidence for the negative consequences of support gaps, including hurt feelings, negative 





stressors (High & Crowley, 2016). Lastly, in Joseph et al. (2016), college dating couples had 
supportive interactions in a laboratory about a stressful topic they identified. In this study, the 
support recipient’s desired amount of emotional support was measured before the interaction and 
the amount of received support was measured immediately after the interaction. The gap between 
desired and received emotional support was associated with more negative affect, less positive 
affect, and less cognitive reappraisal of the discussed topic (Joseph et al., 2016). Notably, this 
study also examined the longer-term effect of the emotional support gap by collecting diary data 
for a week following the interaction. The support recipient ruminated more about the partner’s 
support and reported lower relationship satisfaction in the following week after experiencing a 
larger emotional support gap during the interaction (Joseph et al., 2016). Taken together, 
research suggests that a support gap reduces individuals’ coping ability at the presence of a 
stressor. Moreover, when people’s desire for support goes unmet, they perceive the support to be 
of poor quality and the relationship with the support provider as dissatisfying. 
Second, rather than focusing on support in response to a stressor, an alternative 
framework to study the consequences of support gaps focuses on the global perceptions of 
support (in)adequacy in ongoing close relationships. In the first framework, researchers often 
explicitly asked the participants to report on their desired and received support about stressful 
events, either identified by the researchers (e.g., bullying, infertility) or by the participants 
themselves. Yet in the second framework, researchers measured participants’ judgments of the 
aggregate levels of support from a relational partner (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2008, 2009, 2014; 
Xu & Burleson, 2001). A global perception of support gaps is represented by a discrepancy 
between the general levels of support received and desired in a relationship. This is different 





the experience of many supportive (or unsupportive) interactions between the relational partners 
in marriages or romantic relationships. Hence, instead of investigating the cognitive or affective 
outcomes, research employing the second framework has typically hypothesized a direct 
association between support gaps and relationship quality. In a series of studies, Brock, 
Lawrence, and colleagues demonstrated that a mismatch between received and desired amount of 
support was negatively consequential to marriages. For example, Brock and Lawrence (2009) 
reported that over the first five years of marriages, an increase in support gaps (either support 
surplus or deficit) was significantly associated with decline in marital satisfaction. Lawrence et 
al. (2008) reported that married couples’ perceived support adequacy (i.e., receiving the amount 
of support desired) was positively associated with marital satisfaction. Further, husband’s 
support adequacy appeared to be a stronger predictive factor of marital satisfaction than the 
amounts of received support. 
Factors Influencing the Consequences of Support Gaps 
Although research overall stresses the negative consequences of support gaps both in 
terms of coping and relationship qualities, it is important to note that the effects of support gaps 
may vary according to several factors, including the direction of gaps, the type of support, and 
source of support. These factors may work independently or interactively to influence the 
outcomes associated with support gaps. 
A number of studies have argued that the direction of support gaps did not matter as long 
as a “gap” existed (e.g., Joseph et al., 2016; Matsunaga, 2011). For example, Matsunaga (2011) 
observed similar patterns of association between support surpluses and deficits and cognitive 
appraisal and decided to use the absolute values of discrepancy for the analyses. However, other 





Lawrence, 2009; McLaren & High, 2015). Brock and Lawrence (2009) showed that even though 
married couples experienced more support deficits than support surpluses, support surpluses 
were more strongly associated with decline of marital satisfaction for both wives and husbands. 
This may be because the negativity of support deficits could be reduced by support received 
from sources outside of marriage; the negative effects of support surpluses, however, could not 
be easily eliminated by turning to other sources.  
Additional studies suggest that the consequences of support surpluses and deficits depend 
on the types and sources of support. High and Crowley (2016) examined support gaps in the 
context of coping with taboo marital stressors and reported that surpluses in esteem support from 
online sources were associated with less reappraisal of the stressor, whereas surpluses in 
informational support from online sources enhanced reappraisal. What is more, surpluses in 
emotional support from closer friends increased reappraisal, yet the surpluses in emotional 
support from acquaintances and online sources had no significant association with reappraisal 
(High & Crowley, 2016). Findings of High and Crowley (2016) stand in contrast to results of 
Brock and Lawrence (2009), who found negative effects of support surpluses for married 
couples. Such mixed findings imply that the nature of a stressor may also play a role in 
determining the effects of support gaps. It is possible that although a global perception of support 
surpluses is harmful to intimate relationships, people still feel validated and valued when they 
receive more support than expected when they cope with a taboo stressor. In another recent 
study, McLaren and High (2015) reported that deficits in emotional support and surpluses in 
informational support were associated with more hurt feelings, but deficits in informational 
support were not significantly associated with hurt feelings. In sum, the support discrepancies 





Support Gaps in Parent-Child Relationship During Emerging Adulthood 
As articulated previously, an unresolved issue regarding the effects of parental support 
during children’s emerging adulthood is under what conditions parental support would be more 
or less beneficial to children, parents, and the relationships. Parental support can buffer emerging 
adults against stressors they encounter during transition to adulthood; however, an excessive 
amount of parental support can hinder children’s development of autonomy. The key question 
for this line of research, then, is how much parental support is inadequate versus “too much”? 
The support gap approach will be able to guide investigations of the functional role of parental 
support during emerging adulthood because it acknowledges that more support from the parents 
is not always more beneficial. 
As reviewed previously, the support gap phenomenon has been examined either from a 
“critical incident” view of social support (i.e., support in response to a specific stressful event; 
High & Crowley, 2016; High & Steuber, 2014; Matsunaga, 2011) or from a relationship-focused 
perspective (i.e., global perceptions of support in an ongoing relationship; Brock & Lawrence, 
2008, 2009, 2014; Xu & Burleson, 2001). This dissertation investigated the implications of 
support gaps from a relationship-focused perspective and asked children and parents to report on 
their general perceptions of support received/provided and desired in the parent-child 
relationships. Emerging adults’ general beliefs regarding parental support adequacy are likely 
shaped by their experiences with many supportive interactions with parents in the past. For 
example, a college student may find that his/her parent likes to give more advice than he/she 
needs on multiple occasions; over time, this student will likely develop an enduring idea that 
“my parent always gives more support than I actually want” (i.e., perceptions of support 





adequacy leads me to examine relationship satisfaction and children’s and parents’ subjective 
well-being (i.e., satisfaction with life and perceived stress) as the main outcomes, as opposed to 
cognitive and affective states reported shortly after a supportive episode. In addition to the five 
established types of parental support (i.e., emotional, esteem, network, informational, and 
tangible support), this dissertation also examined mundane support in the context of parent-child 
relationships.  
Extending existing research on social support gaps that assessed the support recipients’ 
perceptions of gaps, this study investigated gaps from both the perspectives of recipients and 
providers. First, following previous research on support gaps, I examined emerging adults’ (i.e., 
support recipients) desired-versus-received support gaps. Second, I also examined parents’ (i.e., 
support providers) perceptions of support gaps, which capture the extent to which parents think 
that the amount of support they provide to children matches with the amount of support their 
children desire. To distinguish between support gaps from the perspective of support recipients 
and support gaps from the perspective of support providers, I refer to discrepancies identified by 
the recipients as “support deficits” or “support surpluses”, whereas the discrepancies identified 
by the supporters as “support overprovision” or “support underprovision” (see Table 4-1). The 
hypotheses and/or research questions associated with each type of support gap are explained in 
the remainder of this chapter. 
Table 4-1. 
Support gaps examined in the current dissertation 
Reporter Type of Support Gaps 
Recipient perspective (child) Desired-versus-Received Gaps 
Desired < Received à Support surplus 
Desired > Received à Support deficit 
Provider perspective (parent) Provided-versus-Desired Gaps 
Provided > Desiredà Support overprovision 





Desired-versus-received support gaps. From the child’s perspective, mismatches 
between the amount of parental support received and the desired amount of support may yield 
negative outcomes. As stated previously, receiving more support than one desires (i.e., support 
surpluses) can be overwhelming, hurtful, and threatening to self-esteem (McLaren & High, 
2015). Also, support surpluses were found to be a strong predictor of decline of marital 
satisfaction (Brock & Lawrence, 2009). During emerging adulthood, individuals become 
decreasingly dependent on parents, while relying more on friends or romantic partners for social 
support (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992; Surjadi et al., 2011). Thus, if emerging adults perceive 
that they receive parental support in an amount that exceeds what they actually desire, they might 
feel that they are “forced” to be overly dependent on parents at a time when they wish to 
establish autonomy from the families of origin. Importantly, if the desired-versus-received 
support gaps exist in children’s general perceptions of parental support (as opposed to 
perceptions about one particular supportive interaction), such perceptions likely correspond with 
dissatisfaction with the parent-child relationship. Therefore, I predicted that: 
H1: Emerging adults’ reports of parental support surpluses will be negatively associated 
with self-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction. 
Although scholars have argued that adult children who receive excessive amounts of 
parental support might struggle with lower levels of efficacy or confidence (e.g., Johnson & 
Benson, 2012; Mortimer, 2012), the empirical evidence for this argument remains thin. In fact, 
Fingerman, Cheng, Wesselmann, et al. (2012) found that adult children who received intense 
parental support (operationalized as receiving parental support a few times a week and/or daily) 
reported better psychological adjustment and more satisfaction with life. Further, the positive 





among children who thought that they received more support than they would like from parents 
(Fingerman, Cheng, & Wesselmann, et al., 2012). Thus, it is possible that receiving large 
amounts of support from parents, even when it is more than what they desire, may facilitate 
emerging adults’ coping with stressors and enhance subjective well-being. To further clarify 
associations between children’s perceptions of support surpluses and subjective well-being, the 
current dissertation asked the following research question: 
RQ3: Will emerging adults’ reports of parental support surpluses be associated with their 
perceptions of stress and satisfaction with life? 
A parent and a child are involved in an interdependent relationship, in which one’s 
behaviors tend to influence behaviors of the other (Lollis & Kuczynski, 1997). Much research 
examining mutual influences between relational partners used the actor-partner interdependence 
model (APIM) to address the interplay between dyads (Kenny & Ledermann, 2010). The APIM 
highlights the possibility that one person’s predictor variable may affect both the person’s 
outcome variable (i.e., actor effect) and the same outcome variable of the partner’s (i.e., partner 
effect). Although the current hypotheses and questions do not fit the APIM exactly because 
parents and children will not report on the same type of support gap, the research questions are 
influenced by the APIM approach because of the likely interdependencies in the context of 
parent-child relationships. For example, if emerging adults feel dissatisfied with their 
relationship with parents because of perceptions of support surpluses (i.e., prediction in H1), they 
may behave in manners that elicit negative feelings of the parents. Children who feel that they 
receive unwanted support from parents may express rejection or show impatience during parent-
child supportive interactions, which may in turn, cause unpleasant feelings of parents. Over time, 





may feel less satisfied with the relationship. To explore such possible associations between the 
child’s perceptions of support surpluses and parents’ relational satisfaction, I proposed the 
following research question: 
RQ4: Will emerging adults’ reports of parental support surpluses be negatively associated 
with parent-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction? 
Next, consider the other type of desired-versus-received support gap that results from 
receiving less support than one desires (i.e., support deficits). Past studies suggest that support 
deficits are linked to negative outcomes, especially when the deficits are in emotional support. 
For instance, McLaren and High (2015) found that a deficit in emotional support was associated 
with more hurt feelings and negative relational consequences. Joseph et al. (2016) found that 
unmet expectations for emotional support were predictive of more rumination of the problems 
and less relationship satisfaction. As discussed earlier, parental support is important for emerging 
adults’ successful transition into adulthood, especially for college students who often have 
limited resources (Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, et al., 2012). Hence, it is reasonable to predict that 
perceptions of parental support deficits may be associated with emerging adults’ poorer 
subjective well-being. In addition, negative feelings about the parent-child relationships may 
arise when children feel that they tend to receive less support from parents than they desire as the 
children may doubt if parents care about them. Based on this reasoning and findings of previous 
studies, I proposed two hypotheses: 
H2: Emerging adults’ reports of parental support deficits will be negatively associated 
with self-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction. 
H3: Emerging adults’ reports of parental support deficits will be positively associated 





Furthermore, given the possibilities of interconnections between parents’ and children’s 
perceptions of support, it is meaningful to examine whether the children’s perceptions of parental 
support deficits would evoke parents’ negative feelings about the relationships. For instance, it 
may be the case when children feel hurt because of not receiving enough parental support, they 
may reciprocate the hurtful behaviors in parent-child interactions, which would then cause 
parents’ unpleasant feelings and dissatisfaction with the relationships. The following research 
question was advanced to explore this association: 
RQ5: Will emerging adults’ reports of parental support deficits be negatively associated 
with parent-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction? 
Figure 1 summarizes H1 to H3, and RQ3 to RQ5. Solid lines represent hypothesized 








































The potential moderating role of mundane support. On the basis of the expanded 
framework of supportive communication (see Chapter 2 about conceptualizations of social 
support), social support can be delivered as part of ordinary communication processes even when 
a salient stressor is not present (i.e., mundane support). By definition, parental mundane support 
functions to make emerging adults feel cared for and connected to their parents in the process of 
everyday communication. Although mundane support is not enacted to counter a stressor, 
mundane support can set up the “backdrop” against which support is provided in response to 
specific stressors (Gottlieb, 1985; Leatham & Duck, 1990). In other words, mundane support 
from parents could possibly alter children’s perceptions of support gaps concerning support 
enacted during moments of stress. Statistically, we may predict that mundane support moderates 
the associations between support gaps and the outcome variables. 
Specifically, receiving more parental mundane support may attenuate the negative 
association between support deficits and relationship satisfaction and subjective well-being. 
Consider that a child experiences inadequate emotional support from a parent - if the parent 
routinely engages in mundane supportive behaviors that likely foster the child’s positive regard 
of the parent, the unmet desire for emotional support may be less off-putting than in the case in 
which the parent barely offers mundane support. The role of mundane support, however, is less 
clear when the child perceives support surpluses because mundane support may not undo the 
negativity of receiving too much support from a parent. Thus, the following hypothesis and 
research question were advanced regarding the moderating role of mundane support: 
H4: Parental mundane support will attenuate the negative association between emerging 
adults’ reports of parental support deficits and (a) parent-child relationship satisfaction 





RQ6: Will parental mundane support moderate the association between emerging adults’ 
reports of parental support surpluses and (a) parent-child relationship satisfaction (parent- 
and child-reported) and (b) child-reported subjective well-being? 
Provided-versus-desired support gaps. To date, researchers have only conceptualized 
support gaps from the perspective of support recipients and have primarily examined the 
consequences of support gaps for the recipients. Although the recipient is often the one who has 
to cope with a stressful situation, when the support provider and recipient are involved in an 
interdependent ongoing relationship, the support provider may also be concerned with how the 
other person is doing and invest in the problem-solving processes (Lyons, Mickelson, Sullivan, 
& Coyne, 1998). Providing support can be a stress-inducing act for the providers because it 
requires time, energy, and other resources. Support providers generally want their supportive 
efforts to be helpful and appreciated by the relational partners; otherwise, the experiences of 
offering support may give rise to negative feelings of the support providers (Cheuk & Rosen, 
1993; Joiner, 2000). In short, there is good reason to believe that the support providers may find 
the supportive interactions more or less rewarding under different circumstances.  
For the support recipients, the supportive processes tend to be most beneficial when the 
amount of support received is congruent with the amount of support desired. Similar reasoning 
may be applied to analyzing support gaps from the perspective of support providers. The support 
processes may facilitate positive feelings of the support providers and enhance relationship 
satisfaction when the providers perceive that the amount of support provided matches with the 
amount of support desired by the support recipients. When the support providers perceive that 
they provide less support than the support recipients desire (i.e., underprovision), they may feel 





energy, and/or resources. Perceptions of support underprovision may also arise when the 
relational partner is overly demanding and needs a large amount of support that exceeds what the 
support provider is capable of offering. Under these circumstances, the support providers may 
develop negative feelings about self (e.g., not being able to meet the relational partners’ 
expectations for support) and about the relationship (e.g., the relational partner needs a lot of 
support to the extent that the relationship drains resources). Alternatively, when the support 
providers perceive that they provide more support than the support recipients desire (i.e., 
overprovision), the supportive processes may also be unpleasant for the support providers 
because they think that their well-intended support is not fully appreciated, or is even rejected by 
the support recipients (Cheuk & Rosen, 1993).  
It remains unexamined whether parents’ perceptions of support overprovision and 
underprovision will be linked to how they feel about the parent-child relationships and their well-
being, but there is some evidence that parents do not always find it a positive experience offering 
support to adult children (Fingerman, Cheng, Weeselmann, et al., 2012). In the case of 
underprovision of parental support, parents may feel that they have limited resources to offer 
support in an amount that meets the children’s needs. It is also possible that parents intentionally 
provide less support than their children desire because they want to facilitate the children’s 
autonomy and ability of self-direction, especially when they think that their children are overly 
dependent on them for support. In short, given that no extant research has conceptualized support 
underprovision from the perspective of the support providers and there may be different 
implications of this type of support gaps, I proposed the following research questions: 
RQ7: Will there be associations between parents’ reports of support underprovision and 





RQ8: Will there be associations between parents’ reports of support underprovision and 
perceived stress and satisfaction with life?  
When parents perceive overprovision of support to their children, they likely feel that 
their supportive efforts are not welcome or appreciated by children. For example, children may 
explicitly tell the parents that they do not need the support offered to them. Children may also 
indirectly express their rejection of parental support during parent-child interactions, such as 
acting impatiently or showing annoyance. Regardless of the ways through which parents’ 
perceptions of support overprovision are derived, this type of support gap may elicit parents’ 
negative feelings towards themselves and the relationships. Since parents who are willing to 
provide plenty of support to grown children are typically deeply invested in the well-being of 
their children (Fingerman et al., 2016), the idea that children reject their support may be 
particularly off-putting to these parents and ultimately, they could feel dissatisfied with life. Two 
additional research questions were proposed: 
RQ9: Will there be associations between parents’ reports of support overprovision and 
self-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction?  
RQ10: Will there be associations between parents’ reports of support overprovision and 
perceived stress and satisfaction with life?  
Finally, the last two research questions were advanced to examine whether parents’ 
perceptions of support gaps will evoke negative feelings in the children about the relationships. 
When the parent reports support underprovision, the child may feel that his/her desire for 
parental support goes unmet in the relationship, and thus, they may be dissatisfied with the 
relationship as well. In contrast, if the parent reports support overprovision, the parent may be 





child to feel unpleasant about the supportive interactions or even the relationship in general. To 
examine these potential associations between parents’ perceptions of support gaps and children’s 
satisfaction with the relationship, I asked the following research questions: 
RQ11: Will parents’ reports of support underprovision be negatively associated with 
child-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction? 
RQ12: Will parents’ reports of support overprovision be negatively associated with child-
reported parent-child relationship satisfaction? 













Figure 2. Effects of parent-reported provided-versus-desired gaps. 
Appendix A provides a summary of all the hypotheses and research questions for the 

























of support (High & Crowley, 2016; Matsunaga 2011; McLaren & High, 2015). Also, it is 
important to consider the direction of a support gap (i.e., support surpluses versus deficits) when 
investigating support gaps by support types. However, existing research provides no decisive 
conclusion regarding the role of support type. Even though some scholars argued that surpluses 
in action-facilitating support (i.e., informational and tangible support; Rains, Peterson, & Wright, 
2015) and deficits on nurturant support (i.e., emotional, esteem, and network support; Rains et 
al., 2015) should be more negative than other combinations, the evidence based for this claim 
remains thin. For example, although McLaren and High (2015) found that surpluses in 
information support contributes to hurt feelings, they did not find a significant negative impact of 
tangible support surpluses. Further complicating this issue, past studies have examined different 
dependent variables, types of stressors, and types of support sources (see High & Crowley, 
2016). In short, it is important to analyze each type of support separately rather than aggregating 
different support types in analyses. Moreover, research ought to examine the potential 
differences between the different directionalities of support gaps instead of using the absolute 
values of gaps. Therefore, in this dissertation, I conducted separate models for each type of social 
support while taking into account the directionalities of support gaps. The next chapter details 






CHAPTER 5: METHOD 
Participants 
One hundred and fifty-six parent-child dyads participated in this study (N = 312).  
Participants were primarily mother-daughter dyads (n = 109), followed by mother-son (n = 25), 
father-daughter (n = 15), and father-son (n = 7) dyads. The mean age of children was 20.07 years 
(SD = 1.31, ranging from 18 to 25 years). The majority of children self-identified as 
White/Caucasian (67.9%, n = 106), followed by Asian or Pacific Islander (13.5%, n = 21), 
Black/African-American (8.3%, n = 13), Hispanic/Latino (6.4%, n = 10), multiracial (3.2%, n = 
4), and Native American or Alaskan Native (0.6%, n = 1). Parents’ mean age was 51.21 years 
(SD = 5.12, ranging from 38 to 69 years). Similar to the children’s sample, the majority of 
parents reported being White/Caucasian (70.5%, n = 110), followed by those who were Asian or 
Pacific Islander (14.1%, n = 22), Black/African-American (7.1%, n = 11), Hispanic/Latino 
(6.4%, n = 10), and multiracial (1.3%, n = 2). One parent did not report race/ethnicity (0.6%). 
Most parents had a bachelor’s degree (42.9%, n = 67). Forty-two parents had a master’s degree 
(18.6%, n = 29) or a doctoral degree (8.3%, n = 13). Twenty-eight parents received some college 
education (17.9%) and sixteen finished high school (10.2%). Only two parents obtained 
education less than high school (1.3%). One parent did not report educational level. On average, 
participants’ annual household income was between $75,000 and $99,999, which was above the 
U.S. median household income ($55,775; U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). Based on the children’s 
reports, the majority of families were continuously intact (i.e., two-parent; 70.5%, n = 110), 
followed by families where parents were divorced or separated (17.3%, n = 27), single-parent 





Comparing emerging adult children whose mother participated (n = 134) with those 
whose father participated (n = 26), there was no significant difference regarding frequency of 
face-to-face communication with parents, t(153) = -1.03, p > .05, children’s reports of parent-
child relationship satisfaction t(154) = -1.39, p > .05, or parents’ reports of parent-child 
relationship satisfaction t(153) = -1.33, p > .05.  
Procedures 
Emerging adults in college were recruited from undergraduate communication and 
human development/family studies courses in the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 
To be eligible for participation, students had to be 18 to 25 years old and unmarried at the time of 
the study. Students were awarded a small amount of extra credit with permission of the course 
instructors. Students who did not meet the requirements for participation or did not want to 
participate were offered the option to complete an alternative assignment and earn the same 
amount of extra credit. During recruitment, students were told to refer a parent to also participate 
in the study by providing a valid email address of the parent. Students were free to refer their 
mother, father, or a stepparent, but they were advised to select the parent who would be most 
likely to respond and participate. I contacted the parents using the email addresses provided by 
the students and invited them to participate in the study. Students could still participate in the 
study and receive extra credit even if their parent declined invitations to participate. The current 
dissertation, however, only included students whose parents also completed the study (i.e., 
parent-child dyads). 
Students and parents who were interested in participating were emailed a link to an online 
survey that took approximately 40 minutes to complete. All the surveys were distributed through 





student and the parent were instructed to input the code during the survey. This way, the 
responses of a dyad could be linked. All participants gave online informed consent before 
answering any survey questions. At the beginning of the survey, students were told to report on 
their communication and relationship with the parent who was also participating; similarly, 
parents were also told to only focus on their communication and relationship with the 
participating child when answering the survey questions. The study procedures were reviewed 
and approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
Measures 
For measures that have been developed and validated by past studies (i.e., measures of 
emotional, esteem, network, informational, tangible support, relationship satisfaction, 
satisfaction with life, and perceived stress), the unidimensionality of multiple items was assessed 
with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the lavaan package in the software R (Rosseel, 
2012). Maximum likelihood (ML) estimators with robust standard errors were used to 
accommodate the data non-normality. An acceptably fitting model should have a root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) < .08, a comparative fit index (CFI) > .90, and a 
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) < .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Full Information 
Maximum Likelihood (FIML) estimation was used to handle missing data. The mundane support 
scale was developed for this dissertation and thus, has yet to be validated. To examine the factor 
structure and dimensionality of the proposed mundane support measure, I conducted a series of 
exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) using the psych package in the software R (Revelle, 2017). A 
complete list of survey items in the child’s and parent’s version of the questionnaire can be found 





Received and desired parental support (child report). To assess how much emotional, 
esteem, network, informational, and tangible support emerging adults desired and received from 
their parents, a shortened version of Xu and Burleson’s (2001) measure were used. The original 
scale includes seven items for each of the five types of social support, resulting in a total of 35 
items. Because participants must respond to each item twice (i.e., desired and received parental 
support), using the original scale would have increased the length of the questionnaire to a great 
extent. Further, the measures were developed in the context of marital relationships (Xu & 
Burleson, 2001) and have not been used to assess social support in parent-child relationships. It 
was unclear whether the items in the original scale were valid in the context of emerging adult-
parent relationships. Hence, I conducted a preliminary examination of the scales in order to (a) 
determine how relevant each item was for emerging adults in terms of their parents’ supportive 
behaviors and (b) reduce the number of items in each subscale by eliminating items that were 
rated by emerging adults as the least relevant in this relational context.  
Undergraduate students2 (N = 50) recruited from communication classes in the University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign reviewed the five seven-item subscales from Xu and Burleson 
(2001). Participants were provided a link to an online questionnaire (see Appendix B). Wordings 
of all the items were adapted to ask college students about their parents’ supportive behaviors. 
After giving informed consent, participants were presented items in each of the five subscales in 
Xu and Burleson (2001) and were asked to select the three items that they perceived as the least 
relevant as well as three items that they perceived to be the most relevant in the context of 
parent-young adult relationships. Participants were provided the following definition of 
“relevance”: “By ‘relevant’ here, we mean it is the kind of behavior that seems like something 
																																																						
2 This is the same group of participants who reviewed the mundane support measures. Demographic information of 





that probably occurs reasonably often between parents and young adult children. It is unlikely 
that parents do all of these things all the time - so relevant doesn’t have to mean your parent(s) 
do this kind of behavior frequently - just that it is a type of behavior that you think is a fairly 
typical way that parents sometimes show support for their children.” Based on the participants’ 
ratings, three items that were most frequently rated as the least relevant ones were eliminated 
from each subscale. Then, the remaining four items had to be rated as among the top five most 
relevant items. All remaining items satisfied the latter criterion. After dropping three items from 
each subscale, I obtained five four-item subscales (i.e., emotional, esteem, network, 
informational, and tangible support), with a total of 20 items (see Appendix C for the full list of 
items retained in the scale).  
Emerging adult participants of this dissertation (n = 156) responded to each item twice; 
first, they indicated how much support they actually received from the parent on a five-point 
Likert-type scale (1 = not at all to 5 = a great deal) and then, they indicated how much support 
they desired from the parent using the same scale. To counter the potential order effects, items 
were randomized in the questionnaire. The received support scale was submitted to a five-factor 
CFA, in which four items of each subscale were exclusively loaded on their corresponding latent 
factor. The CFA obtained acceptable fit: χ2 (160) = 329.94, p < .001, RMSEA = .08 [95% CI 
= .070, .095], SRMR = .07, CFI = .91. The desired support scale was also submitted to a five-
factor CFA, and yielded acceptable fit: χ2 (160) = 318.65, p < .001, RMSEA = .08 [95% CI 
= .067, .093], SRMR = .07, CFI = .93. The CFA results showed that each of the scales tapped 
into five dimensions that represented different types of parental support. The subscales for 
received emotional support (M = 4.20, SD = .79, α = .84), received esteem support (M = 4.09, SD 





support (M = 4.06, SD = .78, α = .83), and received tangible support (M = 4.13, SD = .79, α 
= .79) were reliable. The subscales for desired support were also reliable: desired emotional 
support (M = 4.20, SD = .77, α = .87), desired esteem support (M = 4.08, SD = .90, α = .92), 
desired network support (M = 3.71, SD = .87, α = .86), desired informational support (M = 3.85, 
SD = .78, α = .85), and desired tangible support (M = 3.92, SD = .84, α = .85). 
Received and desired mundane support (child report). Two 16-item scales were used to 
measure received and desired parental mundane support. Participants indicated how much each 
behavior they received from the parent during their everyday, mundane interaction (i.e., not 
during times when they were confronted with difficult situations, but as routine aspects of day-
to-day life). Sample items included: “Spending time hanging out with you,” “Using technologies 
to maintain a sense of connection with you,” and “Asking about your everyday life.” (See 
Appendix C for a full list of items). To assess the amount of parental mundane support they 
desired, participants responded to the same set of items by indicating “how much of each 
behavior your parent actually does.” All of the items were rated on a five-point Likert-type scale 
(1 = not at all to 5 = a great deal). Items were randomized in the questionnaire to reduce 
potential order effects. 
To assess the factor structure of the mundane support scale, all of the 16 items from the 
received mundane support measure were submitted to an EFA. First, to determine the number of 
factors in the scale, a parallel analysis (Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004) was conducted, in 
which eigenvalues were obtained from both the sample data and a set of simulated random data 
with the same properties as the sample data (Brown, 2005; Revelle, 2017). Results of the parallel 
analysis suggested retaining three factors. Second, an EFA was performed using the psych 





and three factors were extracted. Given that the factors are likely to be correlated (i.e., non-
orthogonal), the factors loadings were produced using ML with oblimin rotation (Brown, 2005). 
Table 5-1 presents the results of the three-factor solution. Items 2, 12, and 13 loaded on the same 
factor, but this factor did not appear to have substantive meaning3. Items 1, 3, and 4 loaded on 
both Factor 1 and Factor 2, but with small loadings. As per Brown’s (2005) suggestions, I 
eliminated Factor 3 (i.e., Items 2, 12, and 13) because it was poorly defined and had only two 
items with salient loadings. After dropping Items 2, 12, and 13, another parallel analysis was 
performed to determine the number of factor that should be extracted from the remaining items. 
Results recommended two factors. To further confirm the number of factors, I used the very 
simple structure (VSS) criterion (Revelle, 2017) for the scale. The VSS suggested that either a 
one-factor or a two-factor solution for the received mundane support scale. Hence, the remaining 
13 items were submitted to two EFAs, with one extracting two factors and another one extracting 
one factor. Table 5-1 reports the results of both EFAs. When two factors were extracted, a 
number of items behaved poorly (e.g., Items 1, 3, 4, 8, and 9 loaded on both factors). But when 
only one factor was extracted, all of the items loaded on the common factor with moderate to 
large standardized loadings (all were larger than .60; see Table 5-1). In short, results of EFAs 
suggested retaining 13 items in the received mundane support scale and the item hang together to 
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Results of exploratory factor analyses on received mundane support scale 
 First EFA  Second EFA  Third EFA 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3  Factor 1 Factor 2  Factor 1 
1 .30 .53 .06  .29 .56  .76 
2 .05 .17 .56  -- --  -- 
3 .42 .44 .03  .43 .43  .79 
4 .35 .43 .07  .35 .46  .74 
5 .80 .09 -.02  .80 .07  .82 
6 .92 -.05 .03  .95 -.06  .83 
7 .88 -.10 -.05  .88 -.14  .72 
8 .52 .09 .21  .53 .20  .68 
9 .56 .25 .13  .55 .34  .83 
10 .65 .18 -.01  .65 .17  .77 
11 .60 .21 .15  .60 .28  .82 
12 -.12 .12 .88  -- --  -- 
13 .13 -.18 .84  -- --  -- 
14 .14 .68 -.03  .13 .66  .68 
15 .20 .61 .06  .19 .64  .72 
16 -.08 .85 .06  -.12 .92  .66 
Note. Displayed values are standardized factor loadings produced by oblimin rotation. Bolded 
loadings indicate items loaded on the corresponding factor. Italicized and underscored loadings 
indicate problematic items. No rotation was used for the one-factor EFA. 
 
Following a similar procedure, the 16-item desired mundane support scale was examined 
with EFAs. First, a parallel analysis (Hayton et al., 2004) recommended that two factors should 
be extracted. Next, two factors were extracted with maximum likelihood (ML) estimator with 
oblimin rotation (Brown, 2005). Table 5-2 presents results of the first EFA. Item 2 was 
problematic, as it loaded on both factors with small loadings. Further, although Items 12 and 13 
loaded on the second factor, the factor lacked substantive meaning and had too few salient items 
(Brown, 2005). Therefore, Items 2, 12, and 13 were dropped. Another parallel analysis suggested 
that the remaining items tapped one factor. The VSS criterion recommended retaining one factor 
as well. A second EFA was conducted, in which one factor was extracted (see Table 5-2). In 





to tap a unidimentional construct (M = 3.96, SD = .70, α = .95). The same 13 items were retained 
for both received and desired mundane support measures. 
Table 5-2. 
Results of exploratory factor analyses on desired mundane support scale 
 First EFA   Second EFA 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2   Factor 1 
1 .77 .05   .79 
2 .41 .29   -- 
3 .72 .12   .77 
4 .74 .15   .80 
5 .78 -.01   .77 
6 .87 -.08   .84 
7 .81 -.07   .78 
8 .58 .16   .64 
9 .76 -.06   .73 
10 .72 .03   .73 
11 .79 -.04   .77 
12 .06 .83   -- 
13 -.04 .86   -- 
14 .80 -.03   .79 
15 .71 -.06   .68 
16 .74 .04   .75 
Note. Displayed values are standardized factor loadings produced by oblimin rotation. Bolded 
loadings indicate items loaded on the corresponding factor. Italicized and underscored loadings 
indicate problematic items. No rotation was used for the one-factor EFA. 
 
Provided and desired parental support (parent report). Parents responded to the 20-
item shortened version of Xu and Burleson’s (2001) scale twice (see Appendix D for a complete 
list of items in the shortened scale). First, they indicated the extent to which they provided each 
of the supportive behaviors to their children (i.e., provided support). All the items were assessed 
on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all to 5 = a great deal). Then, using the same Likert-
type scale, parents indicated the amount of support they thought their children actually desired 
from them (i.e., child’s desired support). The provided support scale obtained sufficient model fit 





= .044, .073], SRMR = .06, CFI = .94. The subscales for provided emotional support (M = 4.27, 
SD = .59, α = .82), provided esteem support (M = 4.06, SD = .71, α = .83), provided network 
support (M = 3.34, SD = .81, α = .85), provided informational support (M = 3.76, SD = .68, α 
= .84), and provided tangible support (M = 3.93, SD = .69, α = .76) had acceptable reliability. 
The perceived child’s desired support scale fit well with the five-factor model as well: χ2 
(160) = 281.65, p < .001, RMSEA = .07 [95% CI = .057, .084], SRMR = .05, CFI = .94. Thus, 
the CFA results confirmed that the scales tapped into five different types of parental support. The 
subscales for perceived desired support had acceptable to good reliability: emotional support (M 
= 3.94, SD = .74, α = .87), esteem support (M = 3.74, SD = .83, α = .88), network support (M = 
3.11, SD = .90, α = .88), informational support (M = 3.33, SD = .70, α = .85), desired tangible 
support (M = 3.65, SD = .81, α = .80). 
Provided and desired mundane support (parent report). Parent reported their provision 
of mundane support and their perceptions of child’s desire for mundane support by responding to 
the 16 items twice on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all to 5 = a great deal). Items 
were randomized in the questionnaire to reduce potential order effects.  
A parallel analysis suggested extracting two factors from the provided mundane support 
scale. Table 5-3 includes results of the EFA extracting two factors with ML estimator. Item 2 had 
small factor loadings and seemed to load on both factors. Also, the second factor was deemed 
insubstantial given that only Items 12 and 13 loaded on it (Brown, 2005). Items 2, 12, and 13 
were eliminated and another EFA was conducted to extract only one factor from the remaining 
13 items. Results showed that the 13 items hang together well (see Table 5-3). The 13-item scale 








Results of exploratory factor analyses on provided mundane support scale and parent’s 
perceived child’s desired mundane support scale 
 Provided mundane support 
Perceived child’s desired 
mundane support 
 First EFA   Second EFA First EFA Second EFA 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2   Factor 1 Factor 1 Factor 1 
1 .59 .03   .59 .73 .73 
2 .45 .26   -- .66 -- 
3 .66 .01   .66 .84 .83 
4 .62 -.04   .61 .68 .67 
5 .70 -.09   .67 .73 .73 
6 .72 -.09   .70 .79 .79 
7 .63 .01   .62 .74 .74 
8 .67 .06   .68 .78 .78 
9 .75 .00   .75 .81 .81 
10 .62 .01   .63 .76 .76 
11 .81 -.01   .81 .87 .87 
12 -.02 1.00   -- .53 -- 
13 .07 .68   -- .52 -- 
14 .67 .01   .67 .78 .79 
15 .73 .00   .73 .74 .74 
16 .69 .09   .71 .78 .78 
Note. Displayed values are standardized factor loadings produced by oblimin rotation. Bolded 
loadings indicate items loaded on the corresponding factor. Italicized and underscored loadings 
indicate problematic items. No rotation was used for the one-factor EFA. 
 
For the perceived child’s desired mundane support scale, a parallel analysis suggested 
extracting only one common factor from the 16-item measure. Accordingly, all of the items were 
submitted to an EFA using ML estimator. All of the items loaded on the common factor (see 
Table 5-3). Items 12, 13, and 2 had lower standardized factor loadings than the rest of the items. 
Moreover, according to the criterion by McCroskey and Young (1979), an item is considered 
problematic if the standardized loading was less than .60. Therefore, Items 12, and 13 were 
dropped given that they failed to produce at least a .60 loading. Further, because Item 2 





current EFA, Item 2 was also eliminated. Afterwards, a second EFA was conducted on the 13-
iitem perceived child’s desired mundane support scale. As shown in Table 5-3, all of the 
remaining items had salient factor loadings on a common factor (M = 3.77, SD = .70, α = .95). 
The final mundane support scale included the same items for parents and children. 
Support gaps. Raw scores of support gaps were calculated by subtracting desired 
parental support from received parental support (for children) and by subtracting perceived 
child’s desire for support from provided parental support (for parents). For example, the raw 
discrepancies between children’s received parental support and their desired parental support 
were obtained by subtracting the score of desired parental support from the score of received 
parental support. Then, to operationalize the directionality of each type of support gaps, I 
distinguished between the positive and negative values of the raw discrepancies (see High & 
Crowley, 2016; McLaren & High, 2015). Following the procedures used in previous research 
(e.g., High & Crowley, 2016; McLaren & High, 2015), to create variables for support surpluses, 
the raw discrepancy scores greater than zero were retained, whereas all the other scores, 
including zero and those less than zero were coded as zero to indicate a lack of surpluses. 
Conversely, for the support deficits variables, raw discrepancy scores less than zero were 
retained and transformed to absolute values, but all other scores were coded as zero. The same 
technique was employed to obtain scores for support overprovision and support underprovision. 
The descriptive statistics for child-reported support gaps are reported in Table 5-4. 
Comparing across the six types of support, emerging adults reported the most support deficits in 
esteem support from parents, but the least support deficits in parents’ tangible support. As for 





and the least surpluses in mundane support. Overall, received and desired support were the most 
likely to be aligned (i.e., no gap) for emotional support, but the least likely for mundane support. 
As shown in Table 5-5, for parents, the magnitudes of support underprovision appeared 
to be much smaller than those of support overprovision. A considerable portion of parents 
reported support overprovision. Comparing across support types, parents reported the most 
overprovision in informational support, but the least overprovision in network support. Overall, 
on every measure, the majority of emerging adults reported some discrepancy between received 
and desired parental support in one direction or the other. Likewise, most parents reported 
incongruence between provided support and perceived child’s desired for support in every type 
of support. This suggests that it is practically meaningful to examine child-reported and parent-
reported support gaps in the current sample.  
Table 5-4. 
Means, SDs, and percentages of received-desired support gaps (child-reported) 
Support type 
Received-desired support gaps No gap 
Support deficits Support surpluses 
M SD %   M SD % % 
Emotional .23 .41 36.2   .25 .48 32.8 31.0 
Esteem .28 .51 34.2  .30 .54 36.1 29.7 
Network .25 .50 34  .32 .52 42.1 23.9 
Informational .17 .37 26.3  .40 .52 51.1 22.6 
Tangible .16 .37 27.6  .37 .54 46.6 25.8 
Mundane .18 .40 39.1   .23 .49 42.8 18.1 
 
Table 5-5. 
Means, SDs, and percentages of provided-desired support gaps (parent-reported) 
  
Support type 
Provided-desired support gaps 
No gap Support underprovision Support overprovision 
M SD %  M SD % % 
Emotional .10 .29 17.1   .43 .52 54.8 28.1 
Esteem .06 .23 19.1  .42 .54 53.4 27.5 
Network .10 .30 16.0  .34 .42 52.2 31.8 






Table 5-5 (continued). 
Tangible .09 .24 17.1  .37 .48 51.5 31.4 
Mundane .10 .28 18.7   .37 .44 63.8 17.5 
 
Relationship satisfaction (child and parent report). Eight items adapted from the 
Marital Opinion Questionnaire (MOQ; Huston, McHale, & Crouter, 1986) were used to assess 
parent-child relationship satisfaction. Both emerging adults and their parents indicated on a 
seven-point semantic differential scale (e.g., 1 = miserable to 7 = enjoyable) how they felt about 
their parent-child relationship. Because of the interdependence of a parent-child dyad, emerging 
adults’ and parents’ responses were submitted to one CFA. Specifically, the emerging adults’ 
and parents’ latent factors were correlated as well as the corresponding error terms of the 
indicators (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). Furthermore, the factor loadings were constrained to 
be equal between emerging adults and parents (Kenny et al., 2006). The initial CFA did not fit 
the data well: χ2 (102) = 457.52, p < .001, RMSEA = .15 [95% CI = .136, .164], SRMR = .09, 
CFI = .83. Modification indices suggested correlating the error terms of the four reversed coded 
items. This suggestion was adopted because error correlation tends to exist between items of 
similar language and wording (Bollen & Lennox, 1991). After adding a total of twelve error 
correlations, the model fitted acceptably: χ2 (90) = 113.81, p = .05, RMSEA = .04 [95% CI 
= .006, .063], SRMR = .05, CFI = .99. The scale was reliable for emerging adult children (M = 
6.22, SD = .86, α = .91) and parents (M = 6.28, SD = 1.09, α = .94). 
Satisfaction with life (child and parent report). To measure participants’ overall 
psychological well-being, emerging adults and their parents responded to the Satisfaction with 
Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The scale included five items that 
were rated on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Sample 





excellent.” Similar to the CFA with the relationship satisfaction measure, emerging adults’ and 
parents’ responses were assessed in the same model with correlated latent factors and the 
corresponding error terms (Kenny et al., 2006). Factors loadings were constrained to be equal 
across emerging adults and parents (Kenny et al., 2006). The CFA fitted acceptably: χ2 (33) = 
61.01, p = .002, RMSEA = .07 [95% CI = .044, .102], SRMR = .05, CFI = .97. This measure 
was internally consistent for children (M = 5.34, SD = 1.19, α = .88) and parents (M = 5.40, SD = 
1.11, α = .88).  
Perceived stress (child and parent report). Emerging adults and their parents 
responded to ten items developed by Cohen, Kamarck, and Mermelstein (1983) that tapped into 
the level of experienced stress during the past month. On a five-point scale (0 = never, 1 = 
almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, 4 = very often), participants indicated how often 
they felt or thought a certain way during the past month. Sample items included “In the last 
month, how often have you been upset because of something that happened unexpectedly?” and 
“In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things?”	I followed the same 
procedure as described above to test one CFA that included responses of both the emerging 
adults and parents along with correlated latent factors and corresponding error terms. When all 
ten items were submitted to a one-factor CFA, the model had poor fit. The factor loadings 
revealed that the four reverse coded items loaded poorly on the latent variable (i.e., standardized 
loadings ranged from .10 to .38), suggesting that participants might have difficulty interpreting 
the reverse coded items and respond to them differently from the regularly worded items. All the 
reverse coded items were then eliminated and the remaining six items were submitted to a CFA. 
After correlating the error terms of two similarly worded items (i.e., “been upset because of 





were outside of your control?”), the model fitted acceptably: χ2 (49) = 58.27, p = .17, RMSEA = 
.04 [95% CI = .00, .065], SRMR = .06, CFI = .98. After deleting the four reverse coded items, 
the six-item measure of perceived stress was reliable for children (M = 2.20, SD = .65, α = .80) 
and parents (M = 1.57, SD = .66, α = .83). 
Potential covariates. Both emerging adults and their parents reported their age and sex 
(female or male) 4. Emerging adults indicated which parent (mother or father) was their primary 
social support provider. The majority of children considered their mother as the primary source 
of social support (n = 135, 86.5%), whereas 17 of them indicated father as the primary provider 
of social support (10.9%). Four did not answer this question. Given that many emerging adults 
were away from home at college, the geographical distance from parents may affect the extent to 
which parental social support was available or desired. Thus, emerging adults also reported the 
frequency of face-to-face communication with their parents on a six-point scale (1 = once a year, 
2 = several times a year, 3 = monthly, 4 = several times a month, 5 = weekly, 6 = several times a 
week). On average, emerging adults in the current sample saw their parent monthly to several 
times a month (M = 3.39, SD = 1.11). Given that romantic partners become increasingly 
important sources of support for emerging adults (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992), being in a 
romantic relationship likely affects emerging adults’ need or desire for parental support. 
Therefore, emerging adults reported whether they were in a dating relationship at the time of the 
study. Sixty-five of them were dating someone romantically (41.7%), whereas 91 participants 
were single (58.3%).  
Parents reported the highest degree they have earned (0 = less than high school, 1 = some 
high school, 3 = some college, 4 = bachelor’s degree, 5 = master’s degree, 6 = PhD, MD, or JD) 
																																																						





and average annual household income of the family (1 = under $10,000, 2 = $10,000 to $24,999, 
3 = $25,000 to $49,999, 4 = $50,000 to $74,999, 5 = 75,000 to 99,999; 6 = 100,000 and more). 
Measured by the six-point scale, the mean of parental education was 3.90 (SD = 1.19) and the 
mean of average annual household income was 5.23 (SD = 1.22). The participants section 
includes more detailed information about the responses to these two measures. 
Analytic Plan 
Appendix A presents a summary of the hypotheses and research questions. To answer 
RQ1, I conducted one structural equation model (SEM) where the six types of child-reported 
received parental support were modeled to affect child-reported satisfaction with life and 
perceived stress and child- and parent-reported relationship satisfaction. To answer RQ2, I 
conducted another SEM in which all types of parent-reported provided support to children were 
modeled to affect child- and parent-reported relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with life, and 
perceived stress.  
Next, I examined the rest of the hypotheses and research questions by fitting a series of 
SEM. First, paths were drawn from child reported received-desired support gaps to child-
reported and parent-reported relationship satisfaction, child-reported satisfaction with life, and 
children’s perceived stress (see Figure 1). An additional set of models included paths from 
parent-reported provided-desired support gaps to child-reported and parent-reported relationship 
satisfaction, parent-reported satisfaction with life, and parents’ perceived stress (see Figure 2). 
Additionally, H4 and RQ6 concerned the interactions between support surpluses/deficits and 
received mundane support. Product terms of mean-centered variables were created to model 
interactions between variables; for example, to test if mundane support moderated the 





emotional deficits and received mundane support were included in the model. Separate SEMs 
were conducted for each type of support (see Table 5-6 for a list of models). Variables that were 
significantly correlated with the dependent variables were included as covariates (see 
preliminary analyses for details about covariates for each dependent variable). Direct paths were 
drawn from control variables to the corresponding dependent variables. All of the analyses were 
performed using the lavaan package in software R (Rosseel, 2012). Full information maximum 
likelihood (FIML) was used to handle missing data. 
Of the variables included in the models, the received support and support gap variables 
were treated as observed variables. Parent- and child-reported satisfaction with life, perceived 
stress, and relationship satisfaction were modeled as latent composite variables (Bollen, 1989). 
Specifically, items tapping each of these variables were aggregated into a composite score, 
which in turn, was modeled as an observed indicator of the respective latent variable. The path 
from the latent variable to its observed indicator was fixed to be 1.0, and then, the error variance 
of the observed indicator was fixed to (1 – reliability) multiplied by the variance of observed 
indicator (Bollen, 1989; Stephenson & Holbert, 2003). I chose the latent-composite approach 
over the observed-variable and full latent-variable approaches based on two considerations. First, 
although a full latent-variable model can extract measurement errors, a disadvantage of the 
approach is that a large number of observed variables could result in many parameters estimated 
in the model (Stephenson & Holbert, 2003). A complex model with many parameters, however, 
requires a large sample size in order to produce stable and trustworthy results (the sample size-
to-parameters ratio should be at least 10:1; Kline, 2011). Given the moderate sample size of the 
current study (i.e., 156 dyads), it was not feasible to employ a full latent-variable approach. 





incorporating the error terms without increasing the number of parameters estimated to a great 
extent. The latent-composite approach also was deemed superior than treating all variables as 






Summary of SEM models tested 
Structural Models Exogenous variables Endogenous variables 
Model 1: Effects of received 
parental support (all types of 
support in the same model) 
Assessing RQ1 
§ Child-reported received support 
from parents 
§ Child-reported and parent-reported parent-
child relationship satisfaction 
§ Child-reported subjective well-being 
(satisfaction with life and perceived stress) 
Model 2: Effects of provided 
parental support (all types of 
support in the same model) 
Assessing RQ2 
§ Parent-reported provided support to 
children 
§ Child-reported and parent-reported parent-
child relationship satisfaction and subjective 
well-being (satisfaction with life and perceived 
stress) 
Model 3: Effects of desired-
received gaps 
Model 3-1: emotional support 
Model 3-2: esteem support 
Model 3-3: network support 
Model 3-4: informational support 
Model 3-5: tangible support 
Model 3-6: mundane support 
Assessing H1 to H3 and RQ3 to 
RQ5 
§ Child-reported deficits 
§ Child-reported surpluses 
 
§ Child-reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction 
§ Parent-reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction 
§ Child subjective well-being (satisfaction with 
life and perceived stress) 
 
Model 4: Effects of provided-
desired gaps 
Model 4-1: emotional support 
Model 4-2: esteem support 
Model 4-3: network support 
Model 4-4: informational support 
Model 4-5: tangible support 
Model 4-6: mundane support 
Assessing RQ7 to RQ12 
 
§ Parent-reported underprovision 
§ Parent-reported overprovision 
§ Child reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction 
§ Parent reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction 
§ Parent subjective well-being (satisfaction with 






Table 5-6 (continued). 
Model 5: Moderating effect of     
mundane support 
Model 5-1: emotional support 
Model 5-2: esteem support 
Model 5-3: network support 
Model 5-4: informational support 
Model 5-5: tangible support 
 
Assessing H4 and RQ6 
§ Child-reported deficits 
§ Child-reported surpluses 
§ Child-reported received mundane 
support 
§ Child-reported deficits X Child-
reported received mundane support 
§ Child-reported surpluses X Child-
reported received mundane support 
§ Child-reported deficits 
§ Child-reported surpluses 
§ Child-reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction 
§ Parent-reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction 
§ Child subjective well-being (satisfaction with 







Because the current analyses for H1 to H4 and RQ3 to RQ12 examined one hypothesis or 
research question based on results of multiple models (e.g., six types of support were examined 
for H1 that predicted an association between support surpluses and parent-child relationship), the 
Type I error rate may be inflated given the multiple significance tests for a single null hypothesis 
(Tukey, 1991). To control potential Type I error inflation, the alpha level for each set of analyses 
was adjusted using false discovery rate (FDR) technique (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). Setting 
the familywise alpha level to be .05, the threshold alpha value for each individual significance 
test pertaining to the same hypothesis or research question was adjusted using the FDR 
procedure (see Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995, for more detailed description of this procedure). 
Specifically, given m significance tests for one hypothesis, the p values were ranked from the 
smallest to largest. The ith smallest p value was compared with (0.05*i)/m, beginning from the 
largest p value. The adjusted alpha level should equal (0.05*i)/m, in which i was determined by 






CHAPTER 6: RESULTS 
Missing Data 
For the child-reported data, about 56.4% of the items had at least one missing value, but 
there were no items with 5% or more missing values (range = .06% to 2.6%). About 85.9% (n = 
134) of children had no missing value in their survey responses. For the parent-reported data, 
about 82.35% of the items had at least one missing value, but no item had 5% or more missing 
values (range = .06% to 4.5%). Approximately 79.48% (n = 124) of the parents had no missing 
value. One hundred and five (67%) parent-child dyads did not have any missing value. In all of 
the analyses described in the following (including correlation analyses), full Information 
Maximum Likelihood (FIML) estimation was used to handle missing data.  
Data Normality and Data Transformation 
The univariate normality of each variable was assessed. All of the support gap variables, 
child-reported, and parent-reported relationship satisfaction had skew and kurtosis that indicated 
moderate to severe non-normality (see Table 6-1). More specifically, the distributions of the 
twelve child-reported support gap variables and the twelve parent-reported support gap variables 
were right skewed, and relationship satisfaction reported by both children and parents were left 
skewed. To reduce variables’ skew, all of the support gap variables were transformed by taking 
the square root of the original variables and the two relationship satisfaction variables were 
transformed by squaring the original variables. Table 6-1 represents the skew and kurtosis 
indices of the transformed variables. There are no established rules for acceptable magnitudes of 
skew or kurtosis (Kline, 2011; Lei & Lomax, 2005), but researchers commonly consider absolute 
values of skew between 1 and 3 as moderately non-normal (Kline, 2011) and consider kurtosis 





skew index and kurtosis index were reduced to a great extent and were small to moderate in 
magnitude (Kline, 2011). There is evidence that when using maximum likelihood (ML) 
estimator, moderate skew and kurtosis have little impact on parameter estimations (Fan & Wang, 
1989); hence, the transformed variables were used in subsequent analyses without further 
modification. 
Table 6-1. 
Skew and kurtosis before and after data transformation 
Variables 
Original Data Transformed Data 
Skew Kurtosis Skew Kurtosis 
Received emotional support (C) -.98 .67 -- -- 
Desired emotional support (C) -.80 -.16 -- -- 
Received esteem support (C) -.74 -.16 -- -- 
Desired esteem support (C) -.81 -.05 -- -- 
Received network support (C) -.69 .11 -- -- 
Desired network support (C) -.48 -.11 -- -- 
Received informational support (C) -.65 -.09 -- -- 
Desired informational support (C) -.24 -.67 -- -- 
Received tangible support (C) -.87 .43 -- -- 
Desired tangible support (C) -.54 -.06 -- -- 
Received mundane support (C) -.75 .16 -- -- 
Desired mundane support (C) -.38 -.29 -- -- 
Provided emotional support (P) -.93 1.60 -- -- 
Child’s desired emotional support (P) -.35 -.39 -- -- 
Provided esteem support (P) -.50 -.54 -- -- 
Child’s desired esteem support (P) -.17 -.91 -- -- 
Provided network support (P) .02 -.28 -- -- 
Child’s desired network support (P) .20 -.38 -- -- 
Provided informational support (P) .05 -.92 -- -- 
Child’s desired informational support (P) .32 -.32 -- -- 
Provided tangible support (P) -.24 -.76 -- -- 
Child’s desired tangible support (P) -.11 -.61 -- -- 
Provided mundane support (P) -.45 .11 -- -- 
Child’s desired mundane support (P) -.33 -.20 -- -- 
Emotional support surpluses (C) 2.35 5.66 1.27 .33 
Emotional support deficits (C) 2.19 4.47 1.14 .02 
Esteem support surpluses (C) 1.93 3.42 .87 -.56 





Table 6-1 (continued). 
Network support surpluses (C) 1.61 2.02 .69 -.92 
Network support deficits (C) 2.14 4.66 1.03 -.17 
Informational support surpluses (C) 2.13 4.52 1.07 -.17 
Informational support deficits (C) 2.00 3.50 1.17 -.06 
Tangible support surpluses (C) 2.89 9.93 1.31 .75 
Tangible support deficits (C) 2.62 6.92 1.55 1.16 
Mundane support surpluses (C) 3.52 14.71 1.71 2.24 
Mundane support deficits (C) 3.82 18.62 1.60 2.32 
Emotional support overprovision (P) 1.02 .05 .28 -1.45 
Emotional support underprovision (P) 1.36 1.31 .41 -1.22 
Esteem support overprovision (P) 1.17 .83 .35 -1.40 
Esteem support underprovision (P) 1.23 .98 .20 -1.23 
Network support overprovision (P) 1.44 1.81 .44 -1.20 
Network support underprovision (P) 1.32 1.44 .31 -1.19 
Informational support overprovision (P) 3.42 11.7 2.33 4.42 
Informational support underprovision (P) 3.39 14.14 2.01 2.94 
Tangible support overprovision (P) 3.51 13.64 2.34 4.44 
Tangible support underprovision (P) 4.05 16.89 3.19 9.14 
Mundane support overprovision (P) 3.06 8.75 2.21 3.64 
Mundane support underprovision (P) 3.6 13.82 2.35 4.67 
Relationship satisfaction (C) -1.17 .43 -.93 -.20 
Relationship satisfaction (P) -2.73 8.94 -1.72 2.91 
Satisfaction with life (C) -.73 .17 -- -- 
Satisfaction with life (P) -1.05 .81 -- -- 
Perceived stress (C) .18 -.42 -- -- 
Perceived stress (P) .48 1.04 -- -- 
Note. “--” indicates variables that were not transformed. 
 
Preliminary Analyses 
Zero-order correlations. As shown in Table 6-2, on a bivariate level, children’s desired 
and received parental support were positively correlated. Parents’ reports of support provided to 
their emerging adult children and their perceptions of children’s desire for support were also 
positively correlated. All of the six types of child-reported received parental support were 
positively associated with child’s self-reported relationship satisfaction. Also, child-reported 





level. It is notable that parent-reported provision of emotional, esteem, and mundane support to 
children were positively associated with child-reported relationship satisfaction, although this 
association was not significant for the provision of network, information, and tangible support. In 
contrast, parent-reported relationship satisfaction was not significantly related to parents’ reports 
of support provided to children. Parents’ perceptions of child’s desire for mundane support was 
the only parent-reported social support variable to be significantly and positively associated with 
parents’ self-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction (r = .20, p < .05). However, parent-
reported relationship satisfaction was positively associated with children’s reports of emotional, 
esteem, and informational support from parents.  
Children’s satisfaction with life was positively associated with all types of received 
parental support, but parents’ satisfaction with life had no significant association with any of the 
provided support or perceived child’s desire for support variables. Children’s perceived stress 
level had no significant correlation with any child-reported or parent-reported variables. Parents’ 
perceived stress level was negatively linked to child-reported received esteem support; however, 
it was positively related to their provision of network support as well as perceptions of child’s 
desired for network support. Overall, based on the zero-order correlations, child-reported 
relationship satisfaction, rather than parent-reported relationship satisfaction, tended to be 
positively linked to both children’s reports of received support and parents’ reports of provided 
support. Further, the social support variables appeared to be more strongly associated with 
relationship satisfaction than with individuals’ subjective well-being. 
Table 6-3 presents the bivariate correlations among all the support gap variables. As 
would be expected, child-reported support deficits were negatively related to support surpluses 





negatively associated) and across with other types of support (e.g., emotional support surpluses 
were negatively associated with esteem support deficits). Moreover, support surpluses (or 
deficits) in different types of support were all positively interrelated. Similarly, parent-reported 
support overprovision was negatively correlated with support underprovision within the same 
type of support as well as across with other types of support. Support overprovision (or 
underprovision) in different types of support were positively associated with one another.  
Comparing children’s and parents’ reports. On a bivariate level (see Table 6-2), child-
reported desired parental support was significantly and positively associated with parents’ 
perceptions of child’s desire for the same type of support, except for informational support (r 
= .10, ns). Paired-sample t-tests showed that children reported greater levels of desire for 
parental support than their parents’ perceptions of their desires for emotional support t(145) = 
3.94, p < .001, M = 4.21, SD = .77 vs. M = 3.94, SD = .75, Cohen’s d = .36; esteem support 
t(144) = 4.16, p < .001, M = 4.09, SD = .91 vs. M = 3.71, SD = .84, Cohen’s d = .43; network 
support t(145) = 7.78 p < .001, M = 3.71, SD = .88 vs. M = 3.07, SD = .87, Cohen’s d = .73; 
informational support t(145) = 7.01, p < .001, M = 3.87, SD = .78 vs. M = 3.31, SD = .68, 
Cohen’s d = .77; tangible support t(144) = 3.79, p < .001, M = 3.93, SD = .81 vs. M = 3.63, SD 
= .80, Cohen’s d = .37; and mundane support t(145) = 3.36, p < .001, M = 3.97, SD = .70 vs. M = 
3.77, SD = .70; Cohen’s d = .29.  
Child-reported received parental support was positively associated with parent self-
reports of provision of the same type of support to children (see Table 6-2). A series of paired-
sample t-tests was conducted to compare the means of child-reported received support and 
parent-reported provided support. Children reported higher levels of network support received 





< .001, M = 3.81, SD = .92 vs. M = 3.33, SD = .81, Cohen’s d = .55. Children also reported 
receiving more informational support t(148) = 4.72, p < .001, M = 4.10, SD = .77 vs. M = 3.75, 
SD = .68, Cohen’s d = .48 and tangible support t(147) = 3.47, p < .001, M = 4.18, SD = .75 vs. M 
= 3.93, SD = .69, Cohen’s d = .35 than parents’ reports of support provision. Child-reported 
received support was not significantly different from parent-reported provided support for 
emotional, esteem, or mundane support. 
Lastly, child-reported and parent-reported relationship satisfaction were positively 
correlated (r = .23, p < .01), and they did not significantly differ from one another. Similarly, 
child-reported and parent-reported satisfaction with life were positively associated (r = .26, p 
< .01) and did not significantly differ. However, child-reported and parent-reported perceived 
stress level were not significantly correlated. Children reported significantly higher levels of 
perceived stress than did parents, t(147) = 9.05, p < .001, M = 2.19, SD = .66 vs. M = 1.56, SD 
= .66, Cohen’s d = .95. 
Covariates. Bivariate correlations (see Table 6-4) showed that some of the outcome 
variables were significantly associated with demographic variables. Female emerging adults, 
compared to male, reported significantly higher parent-child relationship satisfaction. Emerging 
adults who indicated mother as the primary social support provider also reported higher 
relationship satisfaction than did those who indicated their father was the primary support 
provider. Frequency of face-to-face communication with the parent was also positively 
associated with child-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction. Children from families with 
higher average household income reported significantly more satisfaction with life. Parents with 
higher educational level and higher household income reported higher parent-child relationship 





In subsequent analyses, children’s sex, primary social support source, and face-to-face 
communication frequency were included as covariates for models predicting child-reported 
relationship satisfaction. Household income was controlled for models predicting child-reported 
satisfaction with life. Parents’ educational level and income were included as covariates for 
models predicting parent-reported satisfaction with life, and lastly, parents’ educational level was 








Table 6-2.  
Bivariate correlations among child-reported and parent-reported social support and outcome variables 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. R_Emotional (C) --         
2. D_Emotional (C) .56*** --        
3. R_Esteem (C) .78*** .47*** --       
4. D_Esteem (C) .43*** .74*** .53*** --      
5. R_Network (C) .61*** .31*** .58*** .32*** --     
6. D_Network (C) .33*** .57*** .33*** .61*** .58*** --    
7. R_Informational (C) .65*** .38*** .68*** .40*** .62*** .31*** --   
8. D_Informational (C) .40*** .56*** .41*** .57*** .41*** .61*** .55*** --  
9. R_Tangible (C) .59*** .32*** .58*** .30*** .61*** .30*** .58*** .37*** -- 
10. D_Tangible (C) .35*** .58*** .37*** .58*** .38*** .55*** .40*** .53*** .59*** 
11. R_Mundane (C) .68*** .42*** .64*** .39*** .59*** .29** .61*** .33*** .63*** 
12. D_Mundane (C) .50*** .66*** .55*** .63*** .36*** .53*** .48*** .58*** .42*** 
13. P_Emotional (P) .34*** .31*** .28** .22** .21* .18* .21* .13 .24** 
14. CD_Emotional (P) .19* .38*** .27** .38*** .20* .35*** .15 .22** .19* 
15. P_Esteem (P) .20* .29** .22** .20* .13 .18* .19* .21* .18* 
16. CD_Esteem (P) .06 .26** .15 .22** .09 .28** .14 .24** .11 
17. P_Network (P) .06 .15 .10 .20* .25** .28** .16* .17* .20* 
18. CD_Network (P) .04 .21** .13 .28** .21** .39*** .11 .17* .12 
19. P_Informational (P) .14 .26** .14 .22** .22** .21* .21** .20* .21** 
20. CD_Informationl (P) .03 .19* .12 .24** .18* .27** .06 .10 .06 
21. P_Tangible (P) .16 .18* .16* .16 .24** .25** .19* .20* .31*** 
22. CD_Tangible (P) .04 .21* .13 .21* .23** .30*** .18* .20* .17* 
23. P_Mundane (P) .32*** .39*** .31*** .34*** .24** .20* .32*** .19* .37*** 
24. CD_Mundane (P) .10 .30*** .23** .33*** .19* .29*** .17* .24** .14 
25. RS (C) .65*** .42*** .67*** .45*** .56*** .31*** .63*** .47*** .57*** 
26. RS (P) .16* .08 .26** .14 .10 -.03 .19* .17* .08 
27. SWL (C) .41*** .14 .39*** .19* .38*** .15 .40*** .20* .36*** 
28. SWL (P) .15 .00 .18* .02 .24** -.02 .09 .03 .17 
29. Stress (C) -.04 .01 -.04 -.02 -.03 .12 .00 .09 -.01 





Table 6-2 (continued).  
Variables 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. R_Emotional (C)          
2. D_Emotional (C)          
3. R_Esteem (C)          
4. D_Esteem (C)          
5. R_Network (C)          
6. D_Network (C)          
7. R_Informational (C)          
8. D_Informational (C)          
9. R_Tangible (C)          
10. D_Tangible (C) --         
11. R_Mundane (C) .37*** --        
12. D_Mundane (C) .53*** .63*** --       
13. P_Emotional (P) .19* .38*** .23** --      
14. CD_Emotional (P) .30*** .23** .43*** .53*** --     
15. P_Esteem (P) .21* .25** .21** .62*** .46*** --    
16. CD_Esteem (P) .27** .11 .37*** .34*** .66*** .62*** --   
17. P_Network (P) .29*** .20* .21* .39*** .45*** .51*** .52*** --  
18. CD_Network (P) .30*** .05 .27** .20* .57*** .31*** .65*** .78*** -- 
19. P_Informational (P) .33*** .24** .23** .50*** .51*** .52*** .50*** .63*** .52*** 
20. CD_Informational (P) .22* .03 .19* .25** .58*** .29*** .57*** .51*** .71*** 
21. P_Tangible (P) .27** .21* .12 .47*** .34*** .51*** .43*** .59*** .45*** 
22. CD_Tangible (P) .30*** .10 .20* .29*** .52*** .39*** .57*** .58*** .68*** 
23. P_Mundane (P) .31*** .54*** .35*** .63*** .44*** .51*** .29** .45*** .30*** 
24. CD_Mundane (P) .23** .25** .42*** .2*** .59*** .31*** .49*** .40*** .54*** 
25. RS (C) .34*** .57*** .56*** .25** .25** .23** .18* .10 .07 
26. RS (P) .03 .15 .13 .08 .08 .06 -.04 .00 -.07 
27. SWL (C) .22** .36*** .26** .08 .12 .01 -.04 -.01 -.05 
28. SWL (P) .06 .13 .02 .09 -.01 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.06 
29. Stress (C) -.05 -.06 .00 .01 .00 .10 .09 .14 .11 






Table 6-2 (continued). 
 Variables 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 
1. R_Emotional (C)            
2. D_Emotional (C)            
3. R_Esteem (C)            
4. D_Esteem (C)            
5. R_Network (C)            
6. D_Network (C)            
7. R_Informational (C)            
8. D_Informational (C)            
9. R_Tangible (C)            
10. D_Tangible (C)            
11. R_Mundane (C)            
12. D_Mundane (C)            
13. P_Emotional (P)            
14. CD_Emotional (P)            
15. P_Esteem (P)            
16. CD_Esteem (P)            
17. P_Network (P)            
18. CD_Network (P)            
19. P_Informational (P) --           
20. CD_Informational (P) .56*** --          
21. P_Tangible (P) .56*** .35*** --         
22. CD_Tangible (P) .59*** .61*** .69*** --        
23. P_Mundane (P) .54*** .29*** .47*** .33*** --       
24. CD_Mundane (P) .44*** .57*** .33*** .51*** .60*** --      
25. RS (C) .12 .08 .08 .02 .29*** .23** --     
26. RS (P) .10 .04 .04 .00 .12 .20* .23** --    
27. SWL (C) .02 .02 .06 .05 .17* .10 .46*** .24** --   
28. SWL (P) -.08 .02 -.05 .01 -.04 .02 .16 .18* .26** --  
29. Stress (C) .03 .08 .06 .02 .00 -.04 -.02 -.18* -.20* -.02 -- 
30. Stress (P) .15 .08 .09 .09 -.01 .07 -.06 -.05 -.11 -.37*** .14 
Note. R = Received support; D = desired support; P = provided support; CD = child’s desire for support; RS = relationship 






Bivariate correlations among support gaps and outcome variables 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Emotional_surpluses (C) --         
2. Emotional_deficits (C) -.30*** --        
3. Esteem_surpluses (C) .54*** -.28** --       
4. Esteem_deficits (C) -.27** .66*** -.30*** --      
5. Network_surpluses (C) .56*** -.30*** .56*** -.25** --     
6. Network_deficits (C) -.24** .55*** -.22** .54*** -.32*** --    
7. Informational_surpluses (C) .40*** -.20* .32*** -.21* .49*** -.23** --   
8. Informational_deficits (C) -.21** .48*** -.20* .51*** -.22** .63*** -.36*** --  
9. Tangible_surpluses (C) .51*** -.27** .48*** -.24** .55*** -.18* .29** -.15 -- 
10. Tangible_deficits (C) -.21* .57*** -.19* .59*** -.20* .59*** -.17* .56*** -.29** 
11. Mundane_surpluses (C) .47*** -.22** .34*** -.18* .59*** -.18* .43*** -.20* .40*** 
12. Mundane_deficits (C) -.18* .46*** -.16 .32 -.22** .57*** -.16* .46*** -.21* 
13. Emotional_over (P) .18* -.05 .13 -.03 .09 -.09 .10 -.05 .13 
14. Emotional_under (P) -.15 .37*** -.16 .25 -.17* .21* -.11 .19* -.15 
15. Esteem_over (P) .10 -.04 .05 .00 .15 -.08 .09 -.17* .12 
16. Esteem_under (P) -.10 .28** -.12 .18 -.13 .20* .06 -.01 -.18* 
17. Network_over (P) .09 -.01 .10 .02 .16* -.12 .06 -.07 .13 
18. Network_under (P) -.10 .27** -.12 .05 -.18* .21* -.05 .07 -.16 
19. Informational_over (P) -.03 .03 -.02 .01 .07 -.05 .01 -.01 .05 
20. Informational_under (P) -.10 .22** -.12 .10 -.16* .09 -.12 .06 -.12 
21. Tangible_over (P) .18* -.01 .09 .01 .05 -.01 -.01 -.06 .23** 
22. Tangible_under (P) -.10 .31*** -.09 .20* -.03 .17* .05 .00 -.14 
23. Mundane_over (P) .14 -.04 -.01 .01 .15 -.04 .10 -.14 .16 
24. Mundane_under (P) -.10 .19* -.11 .18* -.14 .13 -.20* .17* -.12 
25. RS (C) -.03 -.45*** -.05 -.37*** .02 -.48*** .00 -.32*** .04 
26. RS (P) .01 -.11 .03 -.13 .03 -.19* -.10 -.16* -.01 
27. SWL (C) .13 -.30*** .05 -.26** .11 -.33*** .05 -.35*** .02 
28. SWL (P) .08 -.14 .11 -.11 .10 -.36*** .01 -.11 .08 
29. Stress (C) .05 .12 .09 .11 -.00 .25** -.02 .15 .16 







Table 6-3 (continued) 
 Variables 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Emotional_surpluses (C)          
2. Emotional_deficits (C)          
3. Esteem_surpluses (C)          
4. Esteem_deficits (C)          
5. Network_surpluses (C)          
6. Network_deficits (C)          
7. Informational_surpluses (C)          
8. Informational_deficits (C)          
9. Tangible_surpluses (C)          
10. Tangible_deficits (C) --         
11. Mundane_surpluses (C) -.15 --        
12. Mundane_deficits (C) .46*** -.26** --       
13. Emotional_over (P) .02 .28** -.17* --      
14. Emotional_under (P) .32*** -.19* .44*** -.30*** --     
15. Esteem_over (P) -.05 .27** -.27** .52*** -.23** --    
16. Esteem_under (P) .16 -.18* .39*** -.24** .52*** -.30*** --   
17. Network_over (P) -.02 .16* -.21* .45*** -.23** .50*** -.23** --  
18. Network_under (P) .12 -.16* .54*** -.18* .50*** -.23** .68*** -.28** -- 
19. Informational_over (P) .03 .06 -.12 .27** -.19* .31*** -.13 .46*** -.10 
20. Informational_under (P) .03 -.13 .44*** -.16 .29** -.18* .32*** -.22** .59*** 
21. Tangible_over (P) -.02 .19* -.15 .44*** -.17* .35*** -.15 .37*** -.21** 
22. Tangible_under (P) .26** -.08 .26** -.26** .36*** -.17* .44*** -.18* .43*** 
23. Mundane_over (P) -.04 .28** -.25** .45*** -.22** .49*** -.18* .47*** -.16 
24. Mundane_under (P) .18* -.19* .47*** -.24** .46*** -.25** .33*** -.25** .41*** 
25. RS (C) -.41*** -.17* -.30*** -.15 -.14 -.04 -.13 -.02 -.09 
26. RS (P) -.11 -.06 -.11 -.12 -.15 .04 -.16 .02 -.20* 
27. SWL (C) -.27** .09 -.15 -.16 -.10 -.01 -.14 -.02 -.16 
28. SWL (P) -.13 .07 -.17* .04 -.10 -.07 -.14 .04 -.06 
29. Stress (C) .14 .04 .16* .03 .02 .02 .05 .07 .07 








Table 6-3 (continued). 
 Variables 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 
1. Emotional_surpluses (C)            
2. Emotional_deficits (C)            
3. Esteem_surpluses (C)            
4. Esteem_deficits (C)            
5. Network_surpluses (C)            
6. Network_deficits (C)            
7. Informational_surpluses (C)            
8. Informational_deficits (C)            
9. Tangible_surpluses (C)            
10. Tangible_deficits (C)            
11. Mundane_surpluses (C)            
12. Mundane_deficits (C)            
13. Emotional_over (P)            
14. Emotional_under (P)            
15. Esteem_over (P)            
16. Esteem_under (P)            
17. Network_over (P)            
18. Network_under (P)            
19. Informational_over (P) --           
20. Informational_under (P) -.24** --                   
21. Tangible_over (P) .21* -.18* --                 
22. Tangible_under (P) -.12 .36*** -.28** --               
23. Mundane_over (P) .32*** -.19* .43*** -.17* --             
24. Mundane_under (P) -.18* .63*** -.19* .43*** -.29** --           
25. RS (C) .01 -.04 -.03 -.22** -.04 -.10 --         
26. RS (P) .08 .03 -.01 -.11 -.18* -.03 .23** --       
27. SWL (C) -.04 -.10 -.04 -.08 .01 -.10 .47*** .25** --     
28. SWL (P) -.12 .04 -.10 -.06 -.06 -.00 .16* .19* .25** --    
29. Stress (C) -.04 .03 .06 -.01 .04 -.03 -.02 -.18* -.20* -.02 --  
30. Stress (P) .15 .12 -.01 .03 -.02 .17* -.06 -.05 -.11 -.38*** .15 
Note. Over = overprovision; Under = underprovision; RS = relationship satisfaction; SWL = satisfaction with life. In parentheses: C = 



























1. R_Emotional (C) -.24** .16* .13 .23 -.04 .14 .27** .15 .07 
2. D_Emotional (C) -.10 .35*** .08 .15 -.06 .00 .15 .07 .04 
3. R_Esteem (C) -.10 .18* .09 .28** -.06 .13 .14 .13 .01 
4. D_Esteem (C) -.03 .30*** .13 .20* -.10 -.01 .06 .03 .00 
5. R_Network (C) -.28** .07 .19* .31*** -.08 .05 .12 .18* .11 
6. D_Network (C) -.11 .22** .17* .20* -.17* .03 .02 .05 .10 
7. R_Informational (C) -.12 -.03 .12 .27** -.06 .05 .16 .11 .12 
8. D_Informational (C) -.07 .11 .11 .18* -.07 -.02 -.05 .08 .08 
9. R_Tangible (C) -.19* .06 .07 .30*** -.04 .13 .23** .14 .13 
10. D_Tangible (C) -.13 .18* -.01 .19* -.14 .11 .14 .17* .09 
11. R_Mundane (C) -.14 .15 .19* .24** -.03 .14 .27** .07 .10 
12. D_Mundane (C) -.01 .18* .09 .20* -.08 .04 .06 -.05 .02 
13. P_Emotional (P) -.21* .20* .04 -.05 -.08 .02 .25** .04 .11 
14. CD_Emotional (P) -.16 .23** .03 .11 -.07 .00 .10 .06 .04 
15. P_Esteem (P) -.09 .20* .00 .04 -.04 -.03 .03 -.01 -.04 
16. CD_Esteem (P) -.04 .09 -.04 .08 -.13 -.10 -.09 -.06 -.06 
17. P_Network (P) -.19* .09 -.09 .16 -.08 -.10 .11 -.04 .06 
18. CD_Network (P) -.12 .10 -.04 .19* -.15 -.13 -.01 -.08 .03 
19. P_Informational (P) -.13 .10 -.01 .10 -.06 -.11 .17* -.03 -.02 
20. CD_Informational (P) -.04 .14 -.06 .16 -.07 -.12 -.05 -.02 -.02 
21. P_Tangible (P) -.23** .11 -.04 .16* -.05 .02 .08 -.03 .01 
22. CD_Tangible (P) -.20* .10 -.11 .21* -.08 -.11 .02 .10 .06 
23. P_Mundane (P) -.15 .16 -.04 .12 -.04 .00 .23** -.07 .13 
24. CD_Mundane (P) -.04 .14 -.14 .14 -.11 -.08 -.05 -.01 .07 
25. RS (C) -.09 .23** .19* .21* -.01 .11 .12 .07 .06 
26. RS (P) .01 .04 -.05 .06 .04 .13 .12 .04 .00 
27. SWL (C) -.13 .05 .04 .14 .10 .04 -.02 .14 .27** 
28. SWL (P) -.06 .04 -.02 -.03 .05 -.02 .00 .27** .26** 





Table 6-4 (continued). 
30. Stress (P) .06 .00 .05 .04 -.03 -.13 .04 -.25** -.15 
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. R = Received support; D = desired support; P = provided support; CD = child’s desire for 
support; RS = relationship satisfaction; SWL = satisfaction with life. In parentheses: C = child-reported; P = parent-reported. PSS = 
primary social support source (0 = father, 1 = mother); FtF = frequency of parent-child face-to-face communication; Date = being in a 


























1. Emotional_surpluses (C) -.08 -.23* .11 .05 -.07 .07 .00 .04 .01 
2. Emotional_deficits (C) .12 .06 -.02 -.01 .00 -.14 -.06 .05 -.06 
3. Esteem_surpluses (C) -.01 .04 -.19 -.11 -.07 .24** .03 -.05 -.02 
4. Esteem_deficits (C) -.14 -.10 .03 -.12 -.10 .07 .02 -.20* .21* 
5. Network_surpluses (C) -.18 -.12 .08 -.01 .05 -.16 -.16 .25* -.12 
6. Network_deficits (C) .22* .05 .05 -.09 -.14 .01 .06 .09 -.05 
7. Informational_surpluses (C) .14 .07 -.10 -.07 -.06 .06 .13 -.01 -.03 
8. Informational_deficits (C) -.06 .09 -.03 -.04 .06 .07 -.16 .06 -.10 
9. Tangible_surpluses (C) .05 .01 .09 .02 .08 -.15 .04 -.21* .09 
10. Tangible_deficits (C) -.09 .11 -.03 -.09 -.06 .00 .08 .08 -.10 
11. Mundane_surpluses (C) -.01 .03 .00 .14 .02 .01 .03 -.03 .11 
12. Mundane_deficits (C) -.11 -.25* -.15 .12 .19* -.05 -.08 -.23* .15 
13. Emotional_over (P) .18* -.15 .11 -.21* -.04 -.26** -.07 -.07 .11 
14. Emotional_under (P) .20* -.06 .21* .14 .14 .04 -.04 -.04 .13 
15. Esteem_over (P) -.08 .13 -.01 .04 .13 .05 -.02 -.01 -.15 
16. Esteem_under (P) -.17 -.18 -.05 -.02 .10 -.01 .08 -.07 -.28** 
17. Network_over (P) -.03 .03 -.22* -.03 .10 -.02 -.12 -.04 .05 
18. Network_under (P) .01 .21* .00 -.11 -.15 -.14 -.22* -.16 .15 
19. Informational_over (P) .04 -.13 .10 .02 -.16 .02 .13 .02 -.10 
20. Informational_under (P) .08 -.10 .10 .08 -.17 .22* -.08 .04 -.23* 
21. Tangible_over (P) -.02 .06 .10 .02 -.09 .16 -.16 -.14 -.10 
22. Tangible_under (P) -.04 -.05 .12 .11 -.07 -.04 -.03 -.01 .11 
23. Mundane_over (P) .06 -.02 .00 .12 .07 .07 .20* -.01 -.02 
24. Mundane_under (P) .22* .18* -.24* -.02 -.05 -.14 -.08 .11 -.19* 
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Over = overprovision; Under = underprovision; RS = relationship satisfaction; SWL = 
satisfaction with life. In parentheses: C = child-reported; P = parent-reported. PSS = primary social support source (0 = father, 1 = 
mother); FtF = frequency of parent-child face-to-face communication; Date = being in a dating relationship (0 = no, 1 = yes). Sex (C 






Following the analytic plan described previously, a series of structural models was tested 
(see Table 5-6 for a summary of models tested in the main analyses). Table 6-6 reports the χ2 and 
fit indices of each model tested. An acceptably fitting model should have a root mean square error 
of approximation (RMSEA) < .08, a comparative fit index (CFI) > .90, and a standardized root 
mean square residual (SRMR) < .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Based on these criteria, all of the 
models fitted the data acceptably. In the following, the detailed results for the research questions 
and hypotheses are described. 
Effects of child-reported received parental support (RQ1). Received emotional and 
esteem support from parents were strongly correlated (r = .78, p < .001; see Table 6-2). This 
potentially raised the issue of multicollinearity5. Because this study was interested in the 
associations between each type of received support and the outcome variables, to handle 
multicolinearity, instead of combining received emotional and esteem support or removing one of 
them from the analyses, I ran two separate models with either received emotional support or 
esteem support in the model along with the other four types of support. Since two models were 
conducted for the same research question, the alpha level as adjusted to be .025 using FDR 
procedure (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). Tables 6-7 summarizes the findings. Received 
emotional support (β = .28, p < .001), esteem support (β = .32, p < .001), informational support (β 
= .31, p < .001; β = .27, p < .001), and tangible support (β = .19, p < .05; β = .18, p < .05), were 
positively associated with children’s self-reports of relationship satisfaction. Yet, received 
parental support was not significantly related to child-reported satisfaction with life or perceived 
																																																						
5 Variance inflation factors (VIFs) of received emotional and esteem support were above 2.50. Although there are no 
universal guidelines for determining how high the VIF should be in order to be problematic, a cut-off value of 2.50 
was common among medical and health-related research (e.g., Coumarbatch, Robinson, Thomas, & Bridge, 2010; 





stress level (RQ1). Received esteem support was positively associated with parent-reported 
relationship satisfaction (β = .31, p < .05). 
Effects of parent-reported provided support (RQ2). RQ2 asked if parents’ reports of 
their support provided to their child would be associated with parents’ and children’s relationship 
satisfaction, satisfaction with life, and perceived stress. Findings (see Table 6-8) showed that 
emotional support provided to children was positively associated with parent-reported satisfaction 
with life (β = .27, p < .05). Parents’ provision of mundane support was positively associated with 
child-reported relationship satisfaction (β = .25, p < .05) and satisfaction with life (β = .23, p 
< .05). 
Associations between child-reported support gaps and children’s relationship 
satisfaction (H1 and H2). H1 predicted that emerging adult children’s reports of parental support 
surpluses would be negatively associated with self-reported parent-child relationship satisfaction. 
Results (see Table 6-9) showed that surpluses in emotional support (β = -.21, p < .001), esteem 
support (β = -.29, p < .001), network support (β = -.23, p < .001), and mundane support (β = -.37, 
p < .001) were negatively associated with child-reported satisfaction with parent-child 
relationship. Contrary to H1, surpluses in parental informational support (β = -.16, ns) and 
tangible support (β = -.15, ns) were not significantly linked to children’s relationship satisfaction, 
although the direction of association was as predicted. Therefore, H1 was partially supported. 
H2 proposed that emerging adults’ reports of parental support deficits would be 
negatively associated with their relationship satisfaction. Findings fully supported H2, as 
significant negative associations were found between all of the six types of support deficits and 
child-reported relationship satisfaction (see Table 6-9): emotional support (β = -.51, p < .001), 





(β = -.40, p < .001), tangible support (β = -.47, p < .001), and mundane support (β = -.41, p 
< .001).  
Associations between child-reported support gaps and parents’ relationship 
satisfaction (RQ4 and RQ5). RQ4 inquired whether emerging adult children’s reports of 
parental support surpluses would be negatively associated with their parent’s relationship 
satisfaction. As shown in Table 6-9, none of the associations between support surpluses and 
parent-reported relationship satisfaction was significant (RQ4). As for the associations between 
support deficits and parent-reported relationship satisfaction (RQ5), analyses revealed that five 
out of the six types of parental support deficits were negatively associated with parents’ 
relationship satisfaction with children. Specifically, deficits in emotional support (β = -.19, p 
< .05), esteem support (β = -.21, p < .05), network support (β = -.23, p < .05), informational 
support (β = -.23, p < .05), and tangible support (β = -.20, p < .05) were negatively linked to 
parent-reported relationship satisfaction. Deficits in parental mundane support, however, were 







Summary of model fitness 
 χ2  df p value RMSEA [95% CI] CFI SRMR 
Model 1: Effects of received support        
      Model 1-1: excluding esteem support 54.47 32 .008 .07 [.034, .097] .96 .085 
      Model 1-2: excluding emotional support 61.96 32 .001 .077 [.048, .106] .95 .086 
Model 2: Effects of provided support 45.25 40 .26 .03 [.00, .065] .99 .051 
Model 3: Effects of desired-received gaps        
      Model 3-1: emotional support 24.74 20 .21 .04 [.00, .083] .97 .051 
      Model 3-2: esteem support 20.83 20 .41 .02 [.00, .072] .99 .049 
      Model 3-3: network support 23.35 20 .27 .03 [.00, .079] .98 .051 
      Model 3-4: informational support 18.99 20 .52 -- 1.00 .048 
      Model 3-5: tangible support 19.62 20 .48 -- 1.00 .047 
      Model 3-6: mundane support 21.87 20 .35 .03 [.00, .075] .99 .045 
Model 4: Effects of provided-desired gaps        
     Model 4-1: emotional support 19.11 24 .75 -- 1.00 .048 
     Model 4-2: esteem support 18.17 24 .80 -- 1.00 .043 
     Model 4-3: network support 18.28 24 .80 -- 1.00 .044 
     Model 4-4: informational support 16.89 24 .85 -- 1.00 .037 
     Model 4-5: tangible support 16.24 24 .88 -- 1.00 .041 
     Model 4-6: mundane support 18.76 24 .76 -- 1.00 .040 
Model 5: Moderating effect of mundane 
support       
 Model 5-1: emotional support 51.56 32 .02 .06 [.028, .093] .94 .062 
 Model 5-2: esteem support 53.41 32 .01 .07 [.032, .096] .93 .064 
 Model 5-3: network support 44.44 32 .07 .05 [.00, .083] .97 .058 
     Model 5-4: informational support 46.28 32 .05 .05 [.003, .085] .95 .060 





Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root mean square 
residual. RMSEA equaled zero and 95% CI for RMSEA was not calculated for models in which χ2 was less than the degrees of 






SEM predicting outcomes from child-reported received support 














 B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Emotional .29 .09 .28
*** 
.25 .16 .18 -.03 .10 -.05 .11 .17 .08 
Esteem -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Network .08 .09 .09 .14 .13 .12 -.01 .08 -.01 -.06 .13 -.05 
Informational .33 .09 .31
*** 
.21 .16 .15 .06 .10 .08 .22 .16 .17 
Tangible .19 .08 .19
* 
.12 .15 .09 .03 .09 .05 -.12 .15 -.09 
Mundane .03 .09 .02 .04 .16 .03 -.08 .10 -.11 .10 .17 .07 
 Model excluding emotional support (Model 1-2) 
Emotional -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Esteem .31 .08 .32
*** 
.25 .14 .20 -.04 .09 -.05 .37 .15 .31* 
Network .09 .07 .10 .14 .13 .12 -.01 .08 -.02 -.08 .13 -.07 
Informational .28 .09 .27
*** 
.17 .16 .12 .06 .10 .08 .11 .16 .08 
Tangible .19 .08 .18
* 
.11 .15 .08 .03 .09 .05 -.16 .15 -.12 
Mundane .04 .09 .04 .06 .16 .04 -.08 .10 -.11 .03 .16 .02 
Note. *p < .05, ***p < .001. Because two models were tested for the same research question, the 



























 B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 
Emotional .04 .21 .02 .46 .21 .27* -.11 .12 -.11 .17 .15 .13 -.06 .22 .03 -.06 .13 -.06 
Esteem -.003 .17 .00 -.10 .17 -.07 .11 .10 .14 .14 .12 .12 -.06 .18 -.04 .10 .10 .13 
Network -.15 .15 -.12 .06 .15 .04 .16 .09 .21 -.01 .11 -.01 -.16 .16 -.12 .15 .09 .21 
Informational .18 .18 .12 -.18 .18 -.12 .12 .11 .13 -.11 .13 -.09 -.05 .19 -.03 -.08 .11 -.09 
Tangible -.05 .17 -.03 -.07 .17 -.05 -.04 .10 -.05 -.16 .12 -.13 .12 .18 .08 -.00 .10 -.00 
Mundane .18 .20 .10 -.23 .20 -.13 -.16 .12 -.16 .34 .15 .25* .42 .21 .23* -.07 .12 -.07 










SEM predicting child-reported and parent-reported relationship satisfaction from child-reported 
support gaps 
Model 






B SE β  B SE β 
3-1 
Emotional deficits -12.49 1.89 -.51***  -5.09 2.38 -.19* 
Emotional surpluses -4.87 1.83 -.21***  -2.33 2.26 -.09 
3-2 
Esteem deficits -10.30 1.75 -.47***  -5.01 2.13 -.21* 
Esteem surpluses -6.15 1.73 -.29***  -2.82 2.10 -.12 
3-3 
Network deficits -13.90 1.77 -.60***  -5.77 2.30 -.23* 
Network surpluses -4.99 1.68 -.23***  -2.17 2.18 -.09 
3-4 
Informational deficits -10.71 2.30 -.40***  -6.80 2.70 -.23* 
Informational  surpluses -3.28 1.83 -.16  -3.72 2.15 -.16 
3-5 
Tangible deficits -13.13 2.26 -.47***  -6.00 2.76 -.20* 
Tangible surpluses -3.16 1.69 -.15  -2.32 2.07 -.10 
3-6 
Mundane deficits -11.37 2.31 -.41***  -4.82 2.81 -.16 
Mundane surpluses -9.12 2.10 -.37***  -4.10 2.53 -.15 
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. See Table 5-6 for Model#. The adjusted alpha level 
values were: .05 for tests of associations between support deficits and child-reported relationship 
satisfaction, .04 for tests of associations between support surpluses and child-reported 
relationship satisfaction, .04 for tests of associations between support deficits and parent-
reported relationship satisfaction. No FDR adjustment was made for tests of associations 
between support surpluses and parent-reported relationship satisfaction because none of the raw 








Association between child-reported support gaps and child-reported satisfaction 
with life (RQ3 and H3). RQ3 asked whether emerging adult children’s reports of support 
surpluses would be associated with their satisfaction with life. None of the six types of support 
surpluses had a significant association with child-reported satisfaction with life (see Table 6-10). 
H3 proposed that children’s reports of parental support deficits would be negatively associated 
with their satisfaction with life. Results showed that all of the six types of support deficits were 
significantly and negatively associated with child-reported satisfaction with life see (Table 6-10): 
emotional support (β = -.34, p < .001), esteem support (β = -.28, p < .01), network support (β = 
-.34, p < .01), informational support (β = -.39, p < .001), tangible support (β = -.43, p < .001), 
and mundane support (β = -.20, p < .05). Therefore, H3 was fully supported for satisfaction with 
life. 
Associations between child-reported support gaps and child-reported perceived 
stress level (RQ3 and H3). Similar to the findings with child-reported satisfaction with life, the 
current analyses did not reveal any significant association between child-reported parental 
support surpluses and their self-reported stress level (RQ3; see Table 6-10). H3 predicted that 
emerging adult children’s reports of support deficits would be linked to perceptions of higher 
stress levels. This expectation was supported for deficits in parental network support (β = .32, p 
< .01), tangible support (β = .24, p < .05), and mundane support (β = .23, p < .05). Deficits in 
parental emotional, esteem, and informational support, however, were not significantly linked to 











SEM predicting child-reported satisfaction with life and perceived stress level from child-
reported support gaps 
Model 




 Child-reported perceived 
stress level 
B SE β  B SE β 
3-1 
Emotional deficits -.94 .25 -.34***  .21 .15 .14 
Emotional surpluses -.05 .24 -.02  .09 .14 .07 
3-2 
Esteem deficits -.69 .23 -.28***  .14 .13 .11 
Esteem surpluses -.34 .23 -.14  .13 .13 .10 
3-3 
Network deficits -.88 .24 -.34***  .44 .14 .32*** 
Network surpluses -.10 .23 -.04  .18 .13 .14 
3-4 
Informational deficits -1.18 .28 -.39***  .26 .17 .17 
Informational  surpluses -.34 .23 -.14  .05 .13 .04 
3-5 
Tangible deficits -1.35 .28 -.43***  .41 .17 .24* 
Tangible surpluses -.39 .21 -.17  .29 .13 .23 
3-6 
Mundane deficits -.61 .31 -.20*  .38 .17 .23* 
Mundane surpluses -.09 .28 -.03  .25 .15 .17 
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. See Table 5-6 for Model#. The adjusted alpha level 
values were: .05 for tests of associations between support deficits and child-reported satisfaction 
with life and .025 for tests of associations between support deficits and child-reported perceived 
stress level. No FDR adjustment was made for tests of associations between support surpluses 
and child-reported satisfaction with life or perceived stress because none of the raw p values was 












Associations between parent-reported support gaps and parent-reported 
relationship satisfaction (RQ7 and RQ9). As shown in Table 6-11, analyses found that parent-
reported underprovision in emotional support (β = -.26, p < .001) and network support (β = -.21, 
p < .05) were negatively associated with parents’ relationship satisfaction (RQ7). Overprovision, 
however, was not significantly related to relationship satisfaction reported by parents (RQ9). 
Associations between parent-reported support gaps and child-reported relationship 
satisfaction (RQ11 and RQ12). Results showed that underprovision in tangible support was the 
only type of underprovision that was negatively associated with child-reported relationship 
satisfaction (β = -.22, p < .01; see Table 6-11). That is, emerging adult children tended to report 
lower levels of relational satisfaction when their parents thought that they provided less tangible 
support than what was desired by their child (RQ11). None of the support overprovision 
measures was significantly associated with child-reported relationship satisfaction (RQ12).   
Table 6-11. 
SEM predicting child-reported and parent-reported relationship satisfaction from parent-
reported support gaps 
Model 
# 






B SE β  B SE β 
4-1 
Emotional overprovision -3.88 1.82 -.18  -4.69 2.00 -.21 
Emotional underprovision -5.82 2.81 -.17  -9.40 3.14 -.26*** 
4-2 
Esteem overprovision -3.21 1.79 -.15  -.41 2.05 -.02 
Esteem underprovision -5.30 2.73 -.16  -5.25 3.11 -.15 
4-3 
Network overprovision 1.18 1.95 .05  -1.85 2.17 -.07 
Network underprovision -1.63 2.72 -.05  -7.50 3.04 -.21* 





Table 6-11 (continued). 
 Informational underprovision -1.99 3.37 -.05  2.35 3.81 .05 
4-5 
Tangible overprovision -1.13 1.83 -.05  -.99 2.09 -.04 
Tangible underprovision -7.93 2.91 -.22**  -4.68 3.35 -.12 
4-6 
Mundane overprovision -2.25 2.07 -.09  -4.12 2.33 -.16 
Mundane underprovision -5.05 2.98 -.15  -5.73 3.35 -.15 
Note. **p < .01. See Table 5-6 for Model#. The adjusted alpha level values were: .008 for tests of 
associations between support overprovision and child-reported relationship satisfaction, .008 for 
tests of associations between support underprovision and child-reported relationship 
satisfaction, .008 for tests of associations between support overprovision and parent-reported 
relationship satisfaction, and .017 for tests of associations between support underprovision and 
parent-reported relationship satisfaction.  
 
Associations between parent-reported support gaps and parent-reported 
satisfaction with life (RQ8 and RQ10). As shown in Table 6-12, parent-reported support 
underprovision was not significantly associated with parents’ satisfaction with life, regardless of 
the types of support (RQ8). Similarly, there is no evidence that support overprovision was linked 
to parents’ satisfaction with life (RQ10). 
Associations between parent-reported support gaps and parent-reported perceived 
stress level (RQ8 and RQ10). As shown in Table 6-12, none of the six types of parent-reported 
support underprovision was significantly associated with parents’ perceived stress level (RQ8). 















SEM predicting parent-reported satisfaction with life and perceived stress level from parent-
reported support gaps 
Model 
# 
Parent-reported support gaps 
Parent-reported 
satisfaction with life 
 Parent-reported 
perceived stress level 
B SE β  B SE β 
4-1 
Emotional overprovision .21 .21 .09  -.09 .13 -.07 
Emotional underprovision -.15 .33 -.04  .10 .20 .05 
4-2 
Esteem overprovision -.27 .21 -.12  -.02 .13 -.01 
Esteem underprovision -.52 .32 -.15  -.03 .19 -.02 
4-3 
Network overprovision .17 .22 .07  .12 .14 .08 
Network underprovision -.08 .31 -.02  .24 .19 .12 
4-4 
Informational overprovision -.23 .20 -.10  .27 .12 .21 
Informational underprovision .25 .39 .06  .42 .22 .17 
4-5 
Tangible overprovision -.31 .21 -.13  -.09 .13 -.06 
Tangible underprovision -.34 .34 -.09  -.02 .21 -.01 
4-6 
Mundane overprovision -.11 .24 -.04  -.01 .14 -.01 
Mundane underprovision .11 .35 .03  .37 .20 .18 
Note. See Table 5-6 for Model#. The adjusted alpha level was .008 for all tests except for those 
of associations between support overprovision and parent-reported satisfaction with life, for 
which no FDR adjustment was made because none of the raw p values was smaller than .05. 
 
Interaction between received mundane support and child-reported support gaps 
(H4 and RQ6). H4 predicted that parental mundane support would attenuate the negative 
association between emerging adults’ reports of parental support deficits and parent-child 
relationship satisfaction (parent and child reported) and child reported subjective well-being (i.e., 
satisfaction with life and perceived stress level). Tables 6-13 and 6-14 summarize the results of 





deficits and mundane support predicting children’s satisfaction with life (β = -.20, p = .03) was 
significant on a .05 level, the FDR adjusted alpha level was .01 because five parallel models 
were tested. Hence, in the current sample, mundane support did not significantly moderate 
associations between support deficits and the outcome variables. H4 was not supported. 
RQ6 asked whether mundane support would interact with child-reported support 
surpluses (see Tables 6-13 and 6-14 for results). Although on a .05 level, information support 
surpluses interacted with mundane support to affect child-reported relationship satisfaction (β = 
-.18, p = .02), this finding was deemed insignificant due to the potential inflation of Type I error 
rate when five tests were involved (the adjusted alpha level was .01). Taken together, mundane 
support did not appear as a significant moderator for associations between support surpluses and 
the outcome variables. 
Table 6-13. 
Interaction between child-reported received mundane support and support gaps – child-reported 








B SE β  B SE β 
5-1 
Emotional support deficits X 
Received mundane support  1.79 2.06 .07  3.19 2.92 .11 
Emotional support surpluses 
X Received mundane 
supports 
.47 2.53 .01  .07 3.56 .00 
5-2 
Esteem support deficits X 
Received mundane support 1.40 1.95 .06  .90 2.69 .03 
Esteem support surpluses X 
Received mundane support .49 2.36 .02  .55 3.25 .02 
5-3 
Network support deficits X 
Received mundane support .47 1.71 .02  3.63 2.42 .15 
Network support surpluses X 






Table 6-13 (continued). 
5-4 
Informational support 
deficits X Received mundane 
support 
3.65 2.16 .13  2.42 2.94 .08 
Informational support 
surpluses X Received 
mundane support 
4.74 2.07 .18  3.38 2.80 .11 
5-5 
Tangible support deficits X 
Received mundane support 1.10 1.97 .04  1.04 2.72 .04 
Tangible support surpluses X 
Received mundane support -.75 2.39 -.03  -3.03 3.26 -.09 
Note. See Table 5-6 for Model#. In each model, the measures of received support, mundane 
support, and appropriate covariates were also included along with the interaction terms as 
predictors of the outcome variables.  
 
Table 6-14. 
Interaction between child-reported received mundane support and support gaps – child-reported 





satisfaction with life 
 Child-reported 
perceived stress level 
B SE β  B SE β 
5-1 
Emotional support deficits X 
Received mundane support  -.31 .30 -.10  -.23 .18 -.14 
Emotional support surpluses X 
Received mundane support -.01 .37 .00  -.05 .22 -.02 
5-2 
Esteem support deficits X 
Received mundane support -.42 .28 -.15  -.07 .17 -.05 
Esteem support surpluses X 
Received mundane support .12 .34 .03  .13 .20 .07 
5-3 
Network support deficits X 
Received mundane support -.39 .25 -.16  -.14 .15 -.11 
Network support surpluses X 
Received mundane support .18 .35 .05  -.03 .21 -.02 
5-4 
Informational support deficits X 
Received mundane support -.43 .30 -.14  -.10 .18 -.06 
Informational support surpluses 






Table 6-14 (continued). 
5-5 
Tangible support deficits X 
Received mundane support -.58 .27 -.20  -.02 .17 -.01 
Tangible support surpluses X 
Received mundane support .00 .32 .00  .02 .20 .01 
Note. See Table 5-6 for Model#.  In each model, the measures of received support, mundane 
support, and appropriate covariates were also included along with the interaction terms as 






CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION 
Although existing research tends to conceptualize social support as supportive behaviors 
provided to others who are confronted with stressors (Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002; MacGeorge 
et al., 2011), researchers have argued that social support could be delivered through everyday 
mundane, routine communication that is not targeted at specific stressful events (Barnes & Duck, 
1994; Leatham & Duck, 1990). However, formal conceptualization and operationalization of 
support enacted through everyday communication are lacking. The current dissertation aims to 
expand on the theorizing of social support in close relationships by explicating the concept - 
mundane support, which is defined as supportive actions embedded in relational partners’ 
everyday interactions without targeting at any salient stressors. Based on past research and 
findings of a pilot test, a scale to measure mundane support was developed and refined. 
Research has linked perceived social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985) and social 
integration (Brissette et al., 2000) to individuals’ physiological, psychological, and relational 
well-being, but receiving social support is not always beneficial to the support recipients or the 
relationships between support providers and recipients (e.g., Bolger et al., 2000; Helgeson, 1993; 
Maisel & Gable, 2009; Sandler & Barrera, 1984). Increasing research suggests that it is 
problematic to focus only on the amount of support someone received when investigating the 
effectiveness of social support (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2009). The notion of “support gaps” has 
allowed researchers to move beyond the amount of received support and take into account 
recipients’ desire for support (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2009; High & Steuber, 2014; Lawrence 
et al., 2008; Xu & Burleson, 2001). Aiming to obtain a better understanding of supportive 
communication in close relationships, the current dissertation employed the social support gaps 





recipient received and what was desired were associated with the dyad’s relationship satisfaction 
and the recipient’s subjective well-being. What is more, extending previous studies that primarily 
focused on recipients’ perceptions of support gaps (e.g., High & Steuber, 2014; Matsunaga, 
2011), this dissertation conceptualized support gaps from the perspective of the support 
providers (i.e., discrepancies between the amount of support provided and providers’ perceptions 
of the recipients’ desire for support). 
I examined social support and support gaps in the context of parent-child relationships 
during the children’s emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2000, 2015). Parental support is important in 
facilitating emerging adults’ coping with stressors (Fingerman, Cheng, Tighe, et al., 2012); 
however, although it is important to maintain a close psychological connection with parents, a 
main developmental task for emerging adults is to gain autonomy from parents and become 
independent, self-sufficient individuals (Arnett, 2000). Thus, just as not enough parental support 
may be problematic, parental support that is unwanted may undermine emerging adults’ sense of 
self-efficacy and autonomy (Johnson & Benson, 2012). Based on self-report data collected from 
a sample of parent-emerging adult dyads (N = 156), this dissertation investigated whether child-
reported and parent-reported support gaps were associated with children’s and parents’ 
relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with life, and perceived stress in the past month. 
This chapter begins with a summary of findings that highlights several general themes 
from the results. Next, I discuss findings regarding mundane support and different types of 
support gaps. I then discuss the theoretical implications of the findings for the social support 
literature in general and the support gap research specifically. Practical implications for how 





communication are proposed. Lastly, I acknowledge the limitations of the current dissertation 
and suggest directions for future research. 
Summary of Findings 
Table 7-1 summarizes the results of the current dissertation. There are several general 
observations across the findings. First, reports of parental support and support gaps were more 
likely to be associated with relationship satisfaction than satisfaction with life or perceived stress. 
Second, child-reported support deficits appeared to be particularly problematic, as they were 
negatively associated with both children’s and parents’ relationship satisfaction; deficits in 
several types of parental support were negatively related to children’s satisfaction with life 
and/or positively associated with children’s perceived stress. Third, parent-reported support gaps, 
including support overprovision and underprovision, were not significantly associated with the 
outcomes, with only a few exceptions. Fourth, mundane support provision and support gaps in 
mundane support were significantly linked to several outcomes, demonstrating the merits of 
investigating mundane support as a form of social support. Lastly, analyses showed that “actor 
effects” were more salient than “partner effects” for associations between support gaps and 
relationship satisfaction (e.g., child-reported support gaps were significantly associated with 
child-reported, but not parent-reported relationship satisfaction)6. In the following, I further 
discuss findings of each set of hypotheses and/or research questions by situating them in the 
social support literature. When findings differed by the types of support and the directions of 
support gaps, I provide possible explanations for the differences by considering the nature and 
dynamic of parent-child relationships during children’s emerging adulthood. 
																																																						
6 Note that “actor effects” refer to paths from self-reported independent variables to self-reported dependent 
variables, whereas “partner effects” refer to paths from self-reported independent variables to partner-reported 
dependent variables. The current dissertation did not test an actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) because 





Table 7-1.  
Summary of findings 
Hypotheses or 




















Received support (C)       
Emotional support Y N N N -- -- 
Esteem support Y N N Y -- -- 
Network support N N N N -- -- 
Informational support Y N N N -- -- 
Tangible support Y N N N -- -- 
Mundane support N N N N -- -- 
RQ2 
Provided support (P)       
Emotional support N N N N Y N 
Esteem support N N N N N N 
Network support N N N N N N 
Informational support N N N N N N 
Tangible support N N N N N N 
Mundane support Y Y N N N N 
H1, RQ3, and RQ4 
Support surpluses (C)       
Emotional support Y N N N -- -- 
Esteem support Y N N N -- -- 
Network support Y N N N -- -- 
Informational support N N N N -- -- 
Tangible support N N N N -- -- 
Mundane support Y N N N -- -- 
H2, H3, and RQ5 
Support deficits (C)       
Emotional support Y Y N Y -- -- 
Esteem support Y Y N Y -- -- 
Network support Y Y Y Y -- -- 
Informational support Y Y N Y -- -- 
Tangible support Y Y Y Y -- -- 































Support overprovision (P)             
Emotional support N -- -- N N N 
Esteem support N -- -- N N N 
Network support N -- -- N N N 
Informational support N -- -- N N N 
Tangible support N -- -- N N N 
Mundane support N -- -- N N N 
RQ7, RQ8, and 
RQ11 
Support underprovision (P)       
Emotional support N -- -- Y N N 
Esteem support N -- -- N N N 
Network support N -- -- Y N N 
Informational support N -- -- N N N 
Tangible support Y -- -- N N N 
Mundane support N -- -- N N N 
Note. C = child-reported; P = parent-reported. “Y” denotes a significant association between the independent variable and a dependent 
variable; “N” denotes a non-significant association; “--” denotes an association that was not tested. Results regarding moderating 





Mundane support. Drawing upon research about everyday communication in close 
relationships (Barnes & Duck, 1994; Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996; Leatham & Duck, 1990), 
mundane relational maintenance over technologies (Tong & Walther, 2011), and the supportive 
value of routine talk (Goldsmith, 2004), I proposed a definition of mundane support and devised 
items to operationalize it. Items were modified based on findings of a pilot test. The originally 
proposed scale measured three aspects of mundane support: social presence of a relational 
partner (offline and online), care and concern, and updates of parents and families. Participants 
in the study completed the proposed mundane support scale to report on how much mundane 
support they received and desired from parents (for emerging adults) or how much of it they 
have provided to children and perceived their children to desire it from them (for parents). 
To explore the scale dimensionality of the mundane support measure, a series of EFAs 
was performed. For all versions of the scale (received, desired, provided, and perceived child’s 
desire), EFAs recommended a one-factor solution after dropping three items that consistently 
performed poorly (i.e., Items 2, 12, and 13). The one-factor solution for the 13 items emerged 
from both children’s and parents’ responses. The reliability indices of the 13-item scales 
suggested high internal consistencies. Thus, results of the EFAs demonstrated that the proposed 
items did not capture mundane support as a multi-dimensional construct within parent-child 
relationships, but rather, all of the 13 items retained in the final scale were internally consistent, 
suggesting a unidimensional construct. Based on the EFA results, the current dissertation used a 
composite score of the 13 items for mundane support. 
However, this one-factor solution should be replicated in other independent samples 
using confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) in order to further confirm the unidimensional nature 





conceptually distinct from one another, they are difficult to be teased apart empirically based on 
self-reports. For example, parents who signal care and concern to emerging adult children 
through everyday communication may also tend to maintain online and offline social presence in 
their children’s lives. Nonetheless, as will be elaborated in the following sections, mundane 
support was significantly associated with several outcomes. These findings provide evidence that 
mundane support could be potentially impactful on several indicators of relational and individual 
well-being.  
Received support (child-reported) and provided support (parent-reported). 
Children’s reports of emotional, esteem, informational, and tangible support were associated 
with higher levels of relationship satisfaction for children. Yet, receiving parental support, 
regardless of the type of support, was not significantly linked to children’ satisfaction with life or 
their perceived stress for the past month. Receiving nurturant support (e.g., emotional and esteem 
support) and action-facilitating support (e.g., informational support and tangible support; Rains 
et al., 2015) from parents may help emerging adults maintain a psychologically close 
relationship with parents. Past research has shown that a close and supportive relationship with 
parents is essential for the well-being of emerging adults (Nelson et al., 2007; Nelson et al., 
2011). Consistent with this notion, in the current sample, children’s relationship satisfaction was 
positively associated with their satisfaction with life. Thus, emerging adults may benefit from 
parental support because it helps maintain a warm and supportive relationship with parents, even 
if parental support may not directly enhance their subjective well-being.  
In addition to emotional and esteem support, it is noteworthy that the amounts of 
informational support and tangible support children received also had strong positive 





parents serve as important sources for advice and practical help them to perceive a satisfactory 
relationship with parents. Emerging adults, especially those attending college, often rely on 
parents for hands-on guidance on various life domains, including academics, careers, and 
relationships (Carlson, 2014; Creamer & Laughlin, 2005). Also, given the increasing college 
tuition and living costs, it is not surprising that receiving tangible help from parents, such as 
money, enhances children’s satisfaction with the parent-child relationships. 
Receiving mundane support, however, was not significantly associated with children’s 
relationship satisfaction, after taking into account the amounts of other types of support that 
children received from parents. This finding may reflect the unique dynamics of parent-child 
relationships during children’s emerging adulthood. Emerging adults desire a certain degree of 
distance from their parents as they strive to gain a sense of independence and self-sufficiency 
(Arnett, 2007, 2015). Since mundane support is enacted through everyday communication to 
preserve the social presence of a close other, receiving parents’ mundane support may cause 
emerging adults to feel that their parents are always “present” in their lives. Such constant 
presence of parents may hinder emerging adults’ development of autonomy given that they 
desire some distance from parents during this developmental phase. Therefore, mundane support 
may not cultivate a positive feeling toward the parents because emerging adults may actually 
want less presence of their parents (see findings regarding surpluses in mundane support 
discussed in the following section). In contrast, parental support that is enacted during moments 
of stress (i.e., emotional, esteem, informational, and tangible support) may be more appreciated 
by emerging adults because parents are there to offer support when they are faced with stressors, 
without engendering the sense that parents are always “present” in their lives. In short, the lack 





to the current relational context, in which children’s autonomy from parents is expected and 
essential for the healthy development of children. It is possible that mundane support will 
operate differently in other types of relationship, such as romantic relationships, in which social 
presence of relational partners is expected and/or preferred. 
Interestingly, although children’s reports of mundane support received from parents were 
not significantly associated with their relationship satisfaction, parents’ reports of mundane 
support provided to children were positively associated with children’s relationship satisfaction 
and satisfaction with life (i.e., partner effects). A possible explanation for this finding is that 
children and parents may view mundane support differently. Children may think that receiving 
mundane support is a threat to their autonomy, but parents may not share similar negative 
perceptions of mundane support. When emerging adults are aware of the mundane support they 
receive from parents, they may feel that it has deprived them of the distance from parents that 
they needed. Perhaps, parents’ reports of mundane support provision were not colored by 
children’s desire for autonomy, and thus, could better capture the association between mundane 
support and children’s relationship satisfaction.  
Children’s reports of received parental support were not significantly linked to children’s 
satisfaction with life or their perceived stress during the past month. These findings corroborate 
previous research that found no or even positive associations between received support and stress 
and health outcomes, which may be due to the fact that individual under greater levels of stress 
often elicit more social support (MacGeorge et al., 2011). Further, support likely facilitates the 
recipients’ coping or reappraisal of the stressful events support, rather than directly removing the 
stressors (Burleson & Goldsmith, 1998; Lakey & Cohen, 2000). Therefore, the non-significant 





instead of directly reducing children’s stress or enhancing their subjective well-being, receiving 
parental support may moderate the association between stress and health outcomes (Lakey & 
Cohen, 2000). 
Lastly, as per the non-significant associations between parents’ reports of support 
provision and parents’ own relationship satisfaction, providing support did not appear to 
significantly affect how parents felt about their relationships with children. An alternative 
explanation is that parents may feel obligated to offer support to their emerging adult children; 
thus, parents’ support provision to emerging adults did not vary depending on how satisfied they 
were about the relationship. Yet, analyses showed that parents who provided more emotional 
support to emerging adults felt more satisfied with life. For parents, it may be rewarding or 
fulfilling to offer emotional support to their emerging adult children, which is consistent with 
Fingerman et al.’s (2016) findings that parents had more positive mood on days when they 
provided support to their adult children. 
Support deficits (child-reported). Results regarding support deficits align with the 
support gaps hypothesis (Xu & Burleson, 2001) and the assertion that unmet desire for support 
would impede the effectiveness of support that is received (Joseph et al., 2016). Children’s 
reports of support deficits in all types of social support were negatively associated with their 
relationship satisfaction. Notably, whereas children’s reports of network and mundane support 
received from parents were not significantly associated with relationship satisfaction, deficits in 
these two types of support were inversely related to emerging adults’ relationship satisfaction. In 
addition, support deficits in emotional, esteem, network, informational, and tangible support 
were negatively related to children’s life satisfaction, although the amount of support that 





satisfaction with life. As for perceived stress, emerging adults who reported more deficits in 
parental network, tangible, and mundane support reported experiencing more stress during the 
past month.  
These findings, as a whole, highlight that examining the received-desired support 
discrepancies allows us to better understand the effectiveness of social support. The effects of 
parental social support likely depend more on the extent to which children’s desire for a certain 
type of support is met with an appropriate amount of support than the absolute amount of support 
received (Cutrona, 1996; Xu & Burleson, 2001). Importantly, there was not only a lack of 
positive effects of social support, but also a negative impact on their relational and individual 
well-being when children thought that they received less support from parents than what they 
desired.  
Particularly, the positive associations between support deficits in parental network, 
tangible, and mundane support and perceived stress suggest that receiving less support than what 
was desired could potentially make the recipients experience higher levels of stress. For 
example, tangible support is often provided to facilitate problem solving (Rains et al., 2015) and 
if one’s desire for tangible support is unsatisfied, the problems are likely left unsolved, which 
over time, causes stress to build up. In the context of parent-child relationships, emerging adults 
may want their parents to help them accomplish a specific task (e.g., paying the rent). If their 
parents are unable or unwilling to offer the desired tangible support to help with the problem and 
leave the problem unsolved, emerging adults likely feel more stressed. In addition, although 
network support has been categorized as nurturant support that aims at reliving one’s distress 
(Rains et al., 2015), putting people in contact with someone who will be able to help them tackle 





tangible support deficits, emerging adults could feel more stressed when parents fail to connect 
them to useful sources in the network. In contrast, in the current sample, deficits in emotional, 
esteem, and informational support were not significantly associated with stress level. Aside from 
the possibility of committing a Type II error, another plausible explanation for these null 
findings is that emerging adults have access to these types of support from other sources (e.g., 
friends, romantic partners, and mentors), but they still primarily rely on parents’ financial and 
network resources for network and tangible support. Indeed, the parent-child dyads who 
participated in the current dissertation came from families with fairly high household income 
(see the method section). Emerging adults who have grown up in relatively wealthy families 
likely expect more tangible and network support because their parents possess the resources to 
provide such support. Consequently, these emerging adults may react more negatively to deficits 
in tangible and network support than would children from families of lower socio-economic 
status. 
Deficits in mundane support were also positively associated with levels of perceived 
stress. This finding not only aligns with propositions of the support gap hypothesis, but also 
directly speaks to an emerging line of research that theorizes coping and resilience from a 
relational perspective (e.g., Afifi, Merrill, & Davis, 2016). By definition, mundane support is 
enacted through everyday communication between relational partners outside of the context of 
stressful events. The absolute amount of mundane support received from parents may not reduce 
emerging adults’ stress (as per the non-significant association between received mundane 
support and children’s perceived stress), but stress may increase when the amount of parental 
mundane support they received fell short of what they desired. Afifi et al. (2016) proposed the 





communicative maintenance behaviors on a daily basis affect people’s appraisal of stress and 
adaptation to stress. Specifically, the TRRL emphasizes that “unmet expectations and unmet 
standards/desires” (p. 668) for such communicative maintenance behaviors are dissatisfying, 
which ultimately, hinders individuals’ development of resilience in face of stressors (Afifi et al., 
2016). The TRRL asserts that continuous investments in the relationship as a routine and 
habituated part of the relationship contribute to emotional reserves of the relationship. The 
discrepancies between desired investments and the actual investments deplete the emotional 
reserves and create emotional load that exacerbates stress (Afifi et al., 2016). In essence, 
mundane support could be considered a form of communication carried out during the routine 
relating experiences in a long-term relationship (Goldsmith, 2004; Licoppe, 2004) and thus, 
mundane support likely contributes to a relationship’s emotional reserves as per the TRRL. 
Hence, the TRRL (Afifi et al., 2016) can be used to explain the association between mundane 
support deficits and perceived stress, such that deficits in mundane support may drain the 
emotional reserves between parents and emerging adults, creating relational loads that potentially 
inhibit emerging adults’ effective coping with stressors. In sum, the association between deficits 
in mundane support and perceived stress implies that coping and adaptation to stress is a process 
that extends beyond particular supportive episodes between relational partners. Support can 
manifest through the “everydayness” of the relationship and has the potential to affect people’s 
experiences during stressful moments. 
Another noteworthy finding regarding support deficits is that child-reported deficits in 
most types of support (except for mundane support) were negatively associated with parents’ 
relationship satisfaction. These associations largely supported the predicted “partner effects,” 





affected the parent-child interactions, which in turn, may cause parents to feel less satisfied with 
the relationship. For example, parents likely develop ambivalent feelings about their children if 
the emerging adults respond to a perceived deficit in tangible support by becoming demanding 
(e.g., constantly nagging the parents for more money). However, although I hypothesized 
support deficits would affect relationship satisfaction, the cross-sectional nature of the data could 
not rule out the alternative explanation that parents who were less satisfied with the relationship 
were less willing to provide support that fulfilled children’s desire. Parents who were dissatisfied 
with the relationship may lack the intention to offer support, or they may be less capable of 
understanding children’s desires for support than parents who were more satisfied with the 
parent-child relationship. 
Support surpluses (child-reported). Consistent with the support gaps hypothesis (Xu & 
Burleson, 2001), receiving more social support is not always beneficial and may even be 
problematic when the amount exceeds what is desired from a relational partner. Specifically, 
current findings showed that surpluses in emotional, esteem, network, and mundane support 
from parents were negatively associated with children’ relationship satisfaction. Importantly, 
surpluses in mundane support were negatively associated with children’s relationship 
satisfaction, which provides direct explanations for the non-significant association between 
child-reported amounts of received mundane support and children’s relationship satisfaction - the 
unwanted mundane support from parents potentially deteriorates, instead of enhances, the quality 
of the relationship between parents and emerging adults; as such, it is reasonable that the 
absolute amount of mundane support received did not impact relationship satisfaction. 
Surpluses in informational and tangible support were not significantly associated with 





particularly given past research’s emphasis on emerging adults’ needs for independent decision-
making (Givertz & Segrin, 2014; Mortimer, 2012). Because advice is an important form of 
informational support, surpluses in informational support likely stem from getting unwanted 
advice, which tends to be a negative experience that is overwhelming, controlling, and face 
threatening (Feng & MacGeorge, 2010). Certainly, these results could be unique to the current 
sample, which only included emerging adults whose parents also volunteered to participate in the 
study. It is possible that emerging adults in this sample were particularly receptive to parents’ 
informational support. In fact, research on the advice response theory (ART; Feng & 
MacGeorge, 2010) suggests that support recipients’ reaction to and evaluations of advice are 
influenced by their perceptions of the advice content (e.g., feasibility of the advice), the facework 
of the advice messages, and perceptions of the advisor (e.g., expertise in the subject matter). 
Particularly, Guntzviller, Ratcliff, Dorsch, and Osai (2016) applied ART to examine parents’ 
advice on emerging adults’ physical activities and found that emerging adults who were more 
satisfied with the parent-child relationships evaluated their parents’ advice more positively and 
were more likely to implement the advice. In light of research on ART, I speculate that unwanted 
informational support might not be necessarily negative to the parent-child relationship if the 
content of the advised information is rated positively and the messages are delivered in ways that 
protect the children’s face. Moreover, the relatively high levels of relationship satisfaction may 
override any negative impacts of informational support surpluses, as relationship satisfaction 
plays a crucial role in determining how emerging adults react to parents’ advice (Guntzviller et 
al., 2016). Carlson (2014) found that emerging adults’ perceptions of parents’ goals when giving 
advice affected whether emerging adults implemented the advice or not. When emerging adults 





decision making rather than controlling their lives, emerging adults tended to appreciate even the 
unsolicited advice from parents. Therefore, unwanted informational support likely negatively 
affects the parent-child relationship when emerging adults perceive that parents aim to control 
their decision-making. Overall, although the non-significant finding regarding surpluses in 
informational support did not support the predictions of the support gaps hypothesis, these 
findings could be interpreted in light of research that focused on the content and perceived 
communication goals of informational support. 
Also unexpectedly, tangible support surpluses were not significantly associated with 
emerging adults’ relationship satisfaction. This finding, again, may be unique to the current 
sample and awaits replication with different samples. Past studies that examined support 
surpluses in tangible support have obtained mixed results. Brock and Lawrence (2009) reported 
that surpluses in tangible support corresponded with declines in marital satisfaction. McLaren 
and High (2011), in contrast, found that surpluses in tangible support was associated with less 
hurt feelings and less negative relational consequences. In the current dissertation, the non-
significant association between tangible support surpluses and children’s relationship satisfaction 
can be understood in light of the relatively high social economic status of the participants. As 
mentioned previously, it appeared that this sample of emerging adults were from relatively 
wealthy families and were dependent on parents for tangible support (e.g., deficits in tangible 
support were inversely related to emerging adults’ satisfaction with life). Fingerman, Cheng, 
Wesselmann, et al. (2012) found that adult children benefited from intense parental support, 
suggesting that it may have become the “new normal” for young adults to expect frequent and 
intense tangible support from parents. Receiving an excessive amount of tangible support may 





significant association does not prove that the association does not exist. As predicted, the 
directions of associations between support surpluses in tangible and informational support were 
both negative. Hence, although there was not significant evidence that too much tangible support 
was detrimental, there also was no evidence that tangible support surpluses were beneficial.  
Lastly, none of the support surplus measures was significantly associated with children’s 
satisfaction with life or perceived stress, suggesting that support surpluses may be primarily 
impactful on relational well-being, rather than individuals’ subjective well-being. But as 
predicted, the directions of associations between support surpluses and satisfaction with life were 
negative, and the associations were positive between support surpluses and perceived stress. 
Therefore, the findings generally align with the main proposition of support gap perspective that 
receiving an excessive amount of support would not enhance emerging adults’ satisfaction with 
life or effectively reduce their stress (even if the excess is not harmful either). 
Support overprovision and underprovision (parent-reported). The current 
dissertation examined support gaps from the perspective of the support providers by considering 
the discrepancies between parents’ reports of support provided to emerging adult children and 
their perceptions of children’s desire for parental support. Analyses revealed no significant 
associations between parent-reported support overprovision (i.e., providing more support than 
children’s desire) and any of the outcomes, but a few associations were significant between 
parents’ reports of support underprovision (i.e., providing less support than children’s desire) and 
parents’ or children’s relationship satisfaction. Interestingly, descriptive statistics showed that 
parents were more likely to perceive overprovision of support than underprovision (see Table 5-
5), and yet, perceptions of overprovision did not significantly correspond with how parents felt 





Current findings did not support the reasoning that parents’ perceptions of support 
overprovision may stem from children’s rejection or resistance of their parents’ support and if 
parents’ support is not well received by children, parents’ relationship satisfaction could be 
compromised. One possible explanation of the non-significant associations between support 
overprovision and parents’ relationship satisfaction is that parents may actually understand 
emerging adult children’s need for self-direction and independence. Parents may consider 
children’s resistance to their support as a sign of the children’s growth. Parents may not think 
that children’s rejection of parental support reflects problems with the relationship, but rather, 
they may think that it signifies the normal trajectory of children’s development. Again, it should 
be noted that the direction of associations between support overprovision and parents’ 
relationship satisfaction was negative for most types of support – in fact, overprovision in 
emotional support was marginally significantly associated with parents’ relationship satisfaction. 
Hence, it is possible that, in a larger sample, there would be a significant negative association 
between overprovision of emotional support and parents’ relationship satisfaction. 
It is possible that the implications of support underprovision differ between these two 
broad types of support (i.e., nurturant versus action-facilitating support; Rains et al., 2015). 
Specifically, parent-reported support underprovision of emotional and network support were 
negatively associated with parents’ relationship satisfaction, and the association between 
underprovision of esteem support and relationship satisfaction approached statistical 
significance. Underprovision of action-facilitating support (i.e., tangible and informational 
support; Rains et al., 2015), however, was not significantly related to relationship satisfaction. 
Parents may put more emphasis on nurturant support than action-facilitating support, and when 





relationship with their child is less fulfilling. Certainly, an alternative explanation would be that 
parents who were less satisfied with the relationship were also less likely to offer nurturant 
support in an amount that met their children’s desire. Finally, there was a significant “partner 
effect” from parents’ reports of underprovision of tangible support on children’s relationship 
satisfaction: parent-reported tangible support underprovision was inversely related to child-
reported relationship satisfaction. This finding, along with the negative association between 
child-reported tangible support deficits and children’s relationship satisfaction, suggests that 
insufficient tangible support from parents yields negative relational consequences for emerging 
adults. 
Moderating effects of mundane support (child-reported). There was no evidence in 
this study that the unmet desire for support targeted at specific stressful events can be 
compensated by mundane support enacted outside of the context of these stressful events. 
Contrary to my prediction, received mundane support did not significantly moderate any of the 
associations between support deficits and the outcome variables. In other words, the negative 
effects that support deficits had on children’s relationship satisfaction and satisfaction with life 
were not attenuated by receiving more mundane support from parents on a daily basis. Because 
mundane support from parents enhances parents’ social presence in children’s lives and signals 
care and concern from parents, it may remind the emerging adult that parents are “there” for 
them. However, when the child is in need of parental support that is specific to an issue that is 
causing stress, simply receiving mundane support from a parent may not help them solve the 
problem at hand. For instance, an emerging adult who is struggling to get along with a roommate 
may want parents to offer emotional and esteem support (e.g., expressing empathy and 





conflict and/or improve the relationship with the roommate). Deficits in these types of support, 
regardless of the level of mundane support received from parents, may still cause emerging 
adults to feel that the parent does not have a good enough understanding of his/her needs for 
support. In short, the desire for support during stressful moments may not be fulfilled by the 
supportive behaviors embedded in the “everydayness” of the relationship. 
Similar to findings with support deficits, there was no significant interaction between 
received mundane support and support surpluses. Receiving more or less mundane support did 
not appear to attenuate or exacerbate associations between support surpluses and the outcome 
variables. Overall, the lack of significant interaction between received-desired support gaps and 
received mundane support suggests that support enacted during stressful moments and support 
delivered on a daily basis contribute independently to relationship quality. Although scholars 
have claimed that everyday communication between relational partners could serve as the 
“backdrop” against which social support is provided and received (Barnes & Duck, 1994; 
Leatham & Duck, 1990), my data did not yield empirical evidence for how such a “backdrop” 
may function to alter the effects of support gaps. 
Theoretical Implications 
Conceptualizations of social support. This dissertation expands on the 
conceptualizations of supportive communication in close relationships. Most extant research 
employed a “critical incident” view to conceptualize social support as behaviors enacted during 
stressful times (Badr et al., 2011), but has yet to consider how supportive communication 
manifests through mundane, everyday communication between relational partners (Barnes & 
Duck, 1994). By developing the conceptualization and operationalization of mundane support 





support as a part of the everyday experiences of relating in close relationships. More specifically, 
analyses revealed that parents’ provision of mundane support was positively associated with 
emerging adults’ relationship satisfaction as well as life satisfaction, suggesting that support 
recipients can benefit from the routine, mundane supportive actions enacted without targeting at 
a specific stressor. Importantly, a congruence between recipients’ desire for mundane support 
and the amount of mundane support they received from parents was beneficial, as both deficits 
and surpluses in mundane support were negatively associated with children’s relationship 
satisfaction. Thus, the effectiveness of mundane support may lie in the extent to which relational 
partners’ enactment of everyday communication manages to achieve a balance between social 
presence and distance. 
The concept of mundane support is in concert with an emerging body of research that 
theorizes coping and resilience as a continuous process embedded within the “everydayness” of a 
relationship (Afifi et al., 2016). As discussed previously, in light of the theory of resilience and 
relational load (TRRL; Afifi et al., 2016), mundane support, especially provided in an amount 
consistent with the recipient’s desire, may contribute to the “emotional reserves” of the 
relationship, enhance relationship satisfaction, facilitate positive reappraisal of stressors, and 
ultimately, foster better health outcomes.  
The current examination of mundane support also contributes to research that aims to 
identify forms of supportive communication that are not confined to the existing typologies of 
social support, but function to facilitate coping and improve people’s relational and individual 
well-being (MacGeorge et al., 2011). For instance, Scharp and High (2016) proposed social 
presence support that refers to explicit communication of a relational partner’s social presence, 





support does not directly remedy or address the individuals’ issues, but rather, emphasizes that 
the support provider will “be there” for the stressed individuals when support is needed (Scharp 
& High, 2016). Social presence support is considered more appropriate and desirable under 
situations where the prospective support recipients experience stressors that are stigmatizing and 
sensitive in nature. Mundane support shares certain similarities with social presence support in 
that it does not directly remedy or address a particular issue that the support recipient is going 
through; yet it is distinguishable from social presence support as it highlights the routine, 
everyday nature of supportive behaviors within a long-term relationship. Whereas a support 
provider may intend to offer social presence support to a relational partner knowing that the 
partner is going through something stressful, mundane support is enacted without the primary 
goal to help the partner cope with any particular difficult situation. Nevertheless, the end goal of 
both types of support is to sustain the “presence” of self, express care for the partner, and 
strengthen the solidarity of the relationship without putting the partner’s problem under spotlight. 
Taken together, the current findings emphasize that the seemingly subtle, trivial, and mundane 
interactions in close relationships merit attention from social support researchers. 
Support gaps. The current dissertation demonstrates that the support gaps approach 
holds great promise for understanding supportive communication, particularly the effects of 
received/enacted support in close relationships. Receiving support from a parent may not be 
beneficial when it falls short of the desire for support or when it goes beyond the desired amount 
of support. In the current sample, the negative effects of support deficits appeared to be more 
salient than support surpluses (i.e., child-reported support deficits were negatively associated 
with more outcome variables than support surpluses). In the following, I articulate these 





growing body of studies utilizing the support gaps approach to investigate supportive 
communication (e.g., High & Crowley, 2016; McLaren & High, 2015), this dissertation extends 
the matching model of social support (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). Rather than matching the type 
of support people desire, it is perhaps more meaningful to provide support that matches with the 
distressed individuals’ desire for a certain amount of support7.  
Second, this dissertation highlights that social support involves communicative behaviors 
that are inherently subject to relational partners’ evaluations based on their needs for support. 
Communication scholars tend to focus on the processes of delivering and receiving supportive 
messages as well as the content of supportive messages when examining social support 
(MacGeorge et al., 2011). Adding to this growing body of knowledge, this dissertation further 
suggests that the examinations of supportive messages must not be taken out of the relational 
context in which social support is enacted and received. As per the support gaps perspective, the 
effectiveness of supportive communication depends on the extent to which relational partners’ 
expectations for one another’s behaviors in the relationships are satisfied. Put differently, a good 
understanding of a partner’s needs is essential for enacting effective social support. 
Underpinning the ability to understand the partner’s need is probably more general qualities of 
the relationship. For instance, the perceived congruence between received and desired social 
support may actually reflect a high level of partner responsiveness. According to Reis, Clark, 
and Holmes (2004), partner responsiveness refers to the perceptions that a close other 
understands the self’s needs and acts and reacts in manners that demonstrate such understanding. 
The received-desired support discrepancies may stem from a lack of partner responsiveness that 
gives rise to negative feelings towards the relationship. Even well-intentioned and/or high quality 
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social support may backfire when it fails to respond to what a partner desires. Because of the 
importance of partner responsiveness, the standards for evaluating the effectiveness of social 
support tend to be localized to the relationship. Hence, current findings suggest that in addition 
to pursuing skillful productions of sophisticated messages during supportive communication 
(e.g., high person-centered emotional support; Jones & Burleson, 2003), a support provider 
should strive to obtain a good understanding of what a relational partner needs and achieve a 
higher level of partner responsiveness during supportive communication. 
Third, the current investigation shows that the effects of support gaps differed by the 
directions of received-desired support discrepancies (i.e., deficits versus surpluses), the types of 
support, and the nature of outcome variables (i.e., relationship satisfaction versus individuals’ 
subjective well-being). Support deficits stood out as the most consistently problematic type of 
support gap, suggesting that various types of support are expected from parents even during 
children’s emerging adulthood and it is important for parents to meet children’s desire for 
support. Support surpluses, however, were only negatively related to children’s relationship 
satisfaction for nurturant support (i.e., emotional, esteem, and network support) and mundane 
support, but not for action-facilitating support (i.e., informational and tangible support). Broadly 
speaking, these findings imply that support deficits and surpluses have different consequences to 
individuals and their relationships and thus, should be operationalized separately rather than 
being studied as “gaps” regardless of the direction of discrepancies. Further, because only 
support deficits, but not surpluses, were significantly linked to satisfaction with life or perceived 
stress, it is plausible that support surpluses are less detrimental to support recipients’ subjective 
well-being than support deficits. As mentioned previously, the TRRL asserts that unmet desired 





stress (Afifi et al., 2016). Illuminating this point, I found that support deficits in several types of 
parental support were positively associated with emerging adults’ perceptions of stress. Lastly, 
the associations between support gaps and the proposed outcomes varied across types of support. 
Although possible explanations for such differences are provided in the previous discussion, 
there was not an obvious pattern within these variations. Thus, unfortunately, the current findings 
were unable to resolve the inconsistencies regarding support types in the extant literature on 
support gaps (e.g., Brock & Lawrence, 2009; High & Crowley, 2016; McLaren & High, 2015). 
One prominent, but unexpected finding involves the non-significant associations between 
support surpluses in informational support and tangible support and the outcome variables. It was 
speculated that because emerging adults in the current study were from relatively wealthy 
families, they did not view it problematic when getting a surplus in action-facilitating support, 
even though they might still be annoyed when receiving too much nurturant support (e.g., 
emotional support) from parents. This finding awaits future replication, but it has some 
implications for research about parent-child relationships during children’s emerging adulthood. 
It is possible that due to the increasing college tuition and living cost, emerging adults in college 
tend to segment their feelings towards parental support by support types. For instance, whereas 
emerging adults still strive for an emotional and psychological separation from parents, they 
must set that aside from their (likely involuntarily) reliance on parents for the more practical 
assistance such as advice and money. 
Finally, findings about parent-reported support gaps imply that supportive 
communication, being a pro-social behavior, may not only be influential to the support 
recipients, but could also be impactful on the support providers. To the best of my knowledge, 





provider. Parent-reported support overprovision was not significant predictors of parents’ 
subjective well-being or the dyads’ relationship satisfaction. These findings could be unique to 
the current sample, and the results need to be replicated in a more heterogeneous sample. There 
were a few significant findings regarding parent-reported support provision and underprovision. 
Specifically, parents’ provision of emotional support was positively associated with their 
satisfaction with life, suggesting that people may benefit from giving support to a close other. In 
addition, I found that parents felt less satisfied with the relationship when they perceived that 
they provided less emotional and network support to children than their children’s desire for such 
support. Failing to meet an emerging adult child’s standards or desire for support, therefore, may 
also hurt the feelings of the parent (i.e., the support provider). Along this line, research in the 
clinical psychology literature has shown that social support could impact the support providers. 
For example, support providers tended to feel negatively about the interactions and the support 
recipients when their assistance was rejected (Cheuk & Rosen, 1993). Helpers may be 
discouraged from offering support in the future if they perceived their help to be ineffective or 
unappreciated (Joiner, 2000). By examining the effects of support provision and parent-reported 
support gaps on the support providers, this dissertation extends the literature of supportive 
communication, which to date, has focused more on the consequences of social support on the 
support recipients than on the support providers (MacGeorge et al., 2011).  
Practical Implications 
Findings of the current dissertation yield several practical suggestions for parents and 
emerging adults. First, parents who grapple with providing effective social support to emerging 
adult children ought to obtain a good understanding of children’s unique needs for support. As 





thoughts about how much support from parents is actually needed. Although such conversations 
can be challenging and potentially face threatening to both parties, given the potentially negative 
consequence of support gaps, particularly support deficits, it is crucial for parents to be 
responsive to children by offering the appropriate amount of support and attempting to reduce 
support gaps through developing a better understanding of their children’s needs. 
Second, parents should be advised to use caution when providing nurturant support (i.e., 
emotional, esteem, and network support) and mundane support because when children think they 
receive more of these types of support than what they actually desire, they may feel less satisfied 
with the parent-child relationship. Establishing a mutual understanding of desire for support and 
rules about parental support both during stressful moments and everyday communication may 
reduce the chances of offering excessive amounts of support. Further, parents may talk with 
emerging adult children about their goals while providing support. Because support surpluses 
may give rise to children’s perceptions that parents try to interfere with their independent 
decision-making, when parents are uncertain about how much support their children desire in a 
situation, it may be helpful to explicitly tell children that they support their autonomy and that 
parental support is not intended to make them feel incompetent or that they lack independence 
(Carlson, 2014). 
Third, although parents should strive to match their support with children’s desire for 
support, when they are unsure of what their children need, they may want to provide more rather 
than less support because current findings suggest that support deficits were often more 
problematic than support surpluses. Specifically, deficits in all types of parental support were 
negatively associated with children’s relationship satisfaction, and mundane support deficits 





life. For support surpluses, however, only surpluses in nurturant and mundane support were 
inversely associated with children’s relationship satisfaction. Moreover, support surpluses were 
not significantly associated with children’s satisfaction with life or perceived stress. Hence, when 
parents do not feel confident in providing the appropriate amount of support to children, 
providing too much support may be less problematic than providing too little support. 
Lastly, emerging adults may want to use direct and explicit communication to express to 
parents their needs for each type of support in order to help parents get a good understanding of 
what they want. Particularly, to reduce support deficits, children may want to engage in direct 
support seeking (e.g., explicitly asking for help) rather than indirect support seeking (e.g., 
sighing, fidgeting, global complaining) because direct support seeking strategies are more 
effective in eliciting quality supportive behaviors in response to the needs of the support seekers 
(Barbee & Cunningham, 1995; High & Scharp, 2015). To avoid parents’ support surpluses, 
emerging adults may talk to parents about the importance of self-direction and opportunities of 
independent decision-making while conveying appreciation for parents’ willingness to offer 
support. In short, both parents and children may benefit from proactively engaging in 
communication about the expectations for support in order to reach a mutual understanding of 
how much of each type of support is needed. 
Limitations 
Several limitations of this dissertation should be acknowledged. First, emerging adults 
who participated in the study were predominantly female (n = 124), and they reported primarily 
on communication and relationships with their mother (n = 109). Because of the small number of 
male participants (n = 32), I could not analyze separate models for men and women or compare 





dyads). Female emerging adults tend to desire more support from mother than do males (Trees, 
2004); in fact, in the current sample, most participants considered mothers as their primary 
support provider. Therefore, it is possible that the dynamics of supportive interaction and the 
consequences of support gaps are not identical between mother-child and father-child 
relationships. Given the large proportion of daughter-mother dyads in this study, the results may 
primarily reflect the nature of support gaps in this particular type of parent-child relationship. 
Second, I recruited emerging adults and their parents from college, but emerging adults 
encompass a highly diverse population (Arnett, 2015) and therefore, the current findings may not 
be generalizable to emerging adults who are not college students. Further, the current 
participants came from families of relatively high socio-economic status, based on the higher-
than-average annual household income and the moderate to high educational levels of the 
parents. The findings must be interpreted in recognition of such demographic backgrounds of the 
participants. As noted previously, emerging adults in the sample appeared to heavily rely on 
parents for tangible support, as suggested by the negative associations between deficits in 
tangible support and children’s relationship satisfaction and the lack of significant association 
between surpluses in tangible support and relationship satisfaction. These associations may not 
hold in a sample of parent-child dyads from lower socio-economic status. 
Third, the cross-sectional nature of the data could not affirm causality from the 
independent variables to the proposed dependent variables. For example, whereas relationship 
satisfaction was treated as the outcome, it is possible that emerging adults’ satisfaction with their 
parent-child relationship affects their evaluation of received-desired support congruence. 





underprovision, such that when parents are less satisfied with the relationship, they are less 
motivated to provide support in amounts that meet children’s desire. 
Fourth, the current dissertation measured the quantity of support received, desired, or 
provided without considering the content, or quality of support. Past research that utilized the 
concept of support gaps has focused on the discrepancies between the quantities of received and 
desired support (e.g., Joseph et al., 2016; McLaren & High, 2015). In these studies, the matching 
model of social support (Cutrona & Russell, 1990) provides the general logic for theorizing the 
implications of support gaps. However, the matching models have long been criticized for failing 
to account for the quality of supportive message by only focusing on the match of support 
quantities (MacGeorge et al., 2011). This dissertation, unfortunately, is subject to this criticism. 
Several findings, such as the non-significant associations between support surpluses in 
informational support and children’s relationship satisfaction, were interpreted by speculating 
that the message content may have played a role in children’s reactions to unwanted 
informational support. Drawing upon research on ART (e.g., Guntzviller et al., 2016), perhaps 
parents’ informational support messages that are of high quality and attend to emerging adults’ 
face would not cause negative relational consequences, even when they exceed emerging adults’ 
desire for such type of support. The current dissertation is unable to ascertain the connection 
between support quantity and quality, or how the quality of parental support alters perceptions of 
support gaps and/or their consequences. 
Fifth, this dissertation set out to explicate mundane support as a form of supportive 
communication in various types of close relationships, the mundane support scale was only 
implemented in the context of parent-child relationships. The items in the proposed scale were 





communication with parents. Parent-child relationships during children’s emerging adulthood 
provide an important context for investigating supportive communication and the development 
of the scale contributes to the literature of emerging adulthood, but it should be noted that 
emerging adults’ developmental needs for autonomy may have made this relational context 
different from parent-child relationships during children’s other developmental phases. It is also 
plausible that the mundane support scale may perform differently in other types of relationships 
(e.g., romantic relationships or friendships).  
Future Directions 
The current dissertation suggests several directions for future research on supportive 
communication. First, future research should replicate the current investigations using more 
heterogeneous samples. Ideally, a larger and more heterogeneous sample would allow statistical 
comparison between female and male emerging adults as well as across different types of parent-
child relationships. Second, a major weakness of the current dissertation is its cross-sectional 
design, which was unable to confirm the direction of influence between variables. Longitudinal 
designs in which parental support and parents’ and emerging adults’ subjective well-being are 
assessed at two or more times will make the inference of causality more tenable. 
Building upon the current findings, future studies should examine the explanatory 
mechanisms underpinning the associations between support gaps and the outcome variables. 
Given the potential negative impacts of support gaps on relational well-being and subjective 
well-being, an important next step is to identify factors or processes that minimize support gaps. 
In particular, it is worthwhile to consider communication factors that predict support gaps as well 
as those that influence the associations between support gaps and the social support outcomes. 





recipients’ needs for support (High & Scharp, 2015), which can be a communication factor that 
reduces support deficits. Research that examines how communicative behaviors may reduce or 
increase perceptions of support gaps will provide valuable practical guidance for relational 
partners to minimize support gaps and facilitate effective support giving. 
Additionally, whereas in the current dissertation, the measures of received, desired, and 
provided support tapped the quantity of support, future research should examine whether the 
quality of support (or recipients’ perceptions of support quality) would matter above and beyond 
support gaps based on the amounts of support. If receiving less support than what is desired (i.e., 
support deficits) could cause the support recipients to feel less satisfied with self and the 
relationship, it will be an interesting next step to examine whether the impacts of support deficits 
will still hold when the recipients perceive the support received to be of high quality. Similarly, 
research in the future may examine whether support surpluses would still be linked to negative 
relational and individual consequences when support received is perceived to be of high quality 
(i.e., can someone receive too much quality support?). For example, emotional support messages 
that are high-person-centered are typically more effective than those that are low-person-
centered (e.g., Jones & Burleson, 2003). However, since support surpluses in emotional support 
could potentially make the support recipients feel less satisfied with the relationship, it is 
possible that receiving high-person-centered emotional support while also perceiving surpluses 
on emotional support would still yield negative outcomes for the relationship. Such possibilities 
point to the need for future research to disentangle the effects of support gaps from the quality of 
supportive messages. 
Lastly, a central proposition of the support gaps framework is that the congruence 





when there is a gap between them (Xu & Burleson, 2011). What remains unclear in this 
assertion, however, is whether outcomes would differ when a match occurs at high (i.e., high 
received and high desired support) versus low (i.e., low received and low desired support) levels 
of the two dimensions. In other words, although this dissertation has documented the negative 
effects of received-desired support discrepancies, future research is warranted to explore whether 
the implication of received-desired support congruence would vary by the absolute values of 
support. For example, polynomial regressions (Edwards, 1994; Edwards & Parry, 1993) allow 
researchers to investigate relationships between received and desired support and outcome 
variables without having to calculate difference scores. Moving forward, scholars should 
examine variations in social support outcomes related to received-desired support congruence in 
addition to received-desired support discrepancies.  
Conclusion 
In conclusion, parents continue to be important sources of support for emerging adults in 
college not only during moments of stress, but also during their everyday, mundane 
communication. The support gaps perspective provides a theoretical framework that illuminates 
reasons why receiving parental support is not always beneficial to emerging adults or the parent-
child relationships. Discrepancies between emerging adults’ desire for parental support and the 
support they actually received, particularly when received support falls short of the desired 
amount of support, could reduce parent-child relationship satisfaction as well as emerging adults’ 
subjective well-being. These findings advance our understanding of the circumstances in which 
support within close relationships is more or less effective in terms of enhancing relational and 
individual well-being. More importantly, the current dissertation points to the need to further 





gaps perspective into existing supportive communication theories that underscores the message 
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Summary of Hypotheses and Research Questions 
 
• Main effects of parental support: 
RQ1: Will there be positive associations between the amount of parental (a) emotional, (b) informational, (c) tangible, (d) esteem, 
(e) network, and (f) mundane support that emerging adults receive and subjective well-being reported by emerging adults and 
parent-child relationship satisfaction reported by emerging adults and their parents? 
RQ2: Will there be positive associations between the amount of parental (a) emotional, (b) informational, (c) tangible, (d) esteem, 
(e) network, and (f) mundane support that parents provided to emerging adults and subjective well-being and parent-child 
relationship satisfaction reported by emerging adults and their parents? 
 
•  Effects of support gaps: 
Support Gap Type Parent/Child IVs -> Parent/Child DVs Child/Parent IVs -> Parent/Child DVs 
Desired-received 
parental support gap 
(child report) 
H1: Emerging adults’ reports of parental support 
surpluses will be negatively associated with self-
reported parent-child relationship satisfaction. 
RQ3: Will emerging adults’ reports of parental 
support surpluses be associated with their 
perceptions of stress and satisfaction with life? 
H2: Emerging adults’ reports of parental support 
deficits will be negatively associated with self-
reported parent-child relationship satisfaction. 
H3: Emerging adults’ reports of parental support 
deficits will be positively associated with self-
reported stress and negatively associated with 
satisfaction with life. 
[H4 and RQ6: investigate the potentially moderating 
effects of mundane support] 
RQ4: Will emerging adults’ reports of parental 
support surpluses be negatively associated with 
parent-reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction? 
RQ5: Will emerging adults’ reports of parental 
support deficits be negatively associated with 







parental support gap 
(parent report) 
RQ7: Will there be associations between parents’ 
reports of support underprovision and self-reported 
parent-child relationship satisfaction?  
RQ8: Will there be associations between parents’ 
supports of underprovision and perceived stress and 
satisfaction with life?  
RQ9: Will there be associations between parents’ 
reports of support overprovision and self-reported 
parent-child relationship satisfaction?  
RQ10: Will there be associations between parents’ 
reports of support overprovision and perceived stress 
and satisfaction with life?  
RQ11: Will parents’ reports of support 
underprovision be negatively associated with 
child-reported parent-child relationship 
satisfaction? 
RQ12: Will parents’ reports of support 
overprovision be negatively associated with 









Pilot Test Questionnaire 
	
For this part of the survey, you will be presented with a number of supportive behaviors that 
parents may do for their young adult children (i.e., aged 18 to 25) when they need support. 
Specifically, we’d like you to review some examples of parents’ supportive behaviors and 
evaluate how relevant each behavior is in the context of parent-young adult relationship. 
 
By “relevant” here, we mean it is the kind of behavior that seems like something that probably 
occurs reasonably often between parents and young adult children. It is unlikely that any parents 
do all of these things all the time - so relevant doesn’t have to mean your parent(s) do this kind of 
behavior frequently - just that it is a type of behavior that you think is a fairly typical way 
that parents sometimes show support for their children.    
 
We will show you five sets of supportive behaviors in the following pages. You will read each 




To begin, please review a list of behaviors parents may do to offer emotional support to young 
adult children. 
 
1. Telling a child at college that he/she loves him/her and feels close to him/her. 
2. Expressing understanding of a situation that is bothering the child at college, or 
disclosing a similar situation that he/she experienced before. 
3. Comforting a child at college when the child is upset by showing some physical affection 
(including hugs, hand-holding, shoulder patting, etc.). 
4. Promising to keep problems a child at college discusses in confidence. 
5. Providing a child at college with hope or confidence. 
6. Expressing sorrow or regret for a child at college’s situation or distress. 
7. Offering attentive comments when the child speaks. 
 
Please select the three most relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 
[      ] 
 
Please select the three least relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 








Next, please review a list of behaviors parents may do to offer esteem support to young adult 
children. 
 
1. Expressing esteem or respect for a competency or personal quality of a child at college.  
2. Telling a child at college that he/she is still a good person even when you he/she has a 
problem.  
3. Trying to reduce a child at college’s feelings of guilt about a problem situation. 
4. Asserting that the child will have a better future than most people will. 
5. Expressing agreement with the child’s perspective on various situations. 
6. Telling the child that a lot of people enjoy being with him/her. 
7. Assuring the child that you are a worthwhile person. 
 
Please select the three most relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 
[      ] 
 
Please select the three least relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 




Moving on, below is a list of behaviors parents may do to provide network support to young 
adult children. Read through the list and consider relevance of each item. 
 
1. Offering to provide a child at college with access to new companions. 
2. Offering to do things with a child at college and have a good time together. 
3. Connecting the child with people whom he/she may turn to for help. 
4. Connecting the child with people whom he/she can confide in. 
5. Reminding the child of the availability of companions who share similar interests or 
experiences with him/her. 
6. Offering to spend time with the child to get his/her mind off something (chatting, having 
dinner together, going to a concert, etc.). 
7. Helping the child find the people who can assist him/her with things. 
 
Please select the three most relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 





[      ] 
 
Please select the three least relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 




Next, parents may offer children informational support. Please let us know which of the 
following informational support items are the most and the least relevant in parent-child 
relationships. 
 
1. Giving a child at college advice about what to do. 
2. Analyzing a situation with a child at college and telling him/her about available choices 
and options. 
3. Helping the child understand why he/she did not do something well. 
4. Telling the child whom to talk to for help. 
5. Giving the child reasons why he/she should or should not do something. 
6. Teaching the child how to do something that he/she doesn’t know how to do. 
7. Providing a child at college detailed information about the situation or about skills 
needed to deal with the situation. 
 
Please select the three most relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 
[      ] 
 
Please select the three least relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 




Lastly, please review a list of behaviors parents may do to offer tangible support to young adult 
children. Tangible support includes materials and practical support. 
 
1. Offering to lend a child at college something (including money). 
2. Taking a child at college to see a doctor when he/she don’t feel well. 






4. Doing laundry or cooking for a child at college while he/she is preparing for an important 
task. 
5. Joining the child in some activity in order to alleviate stress. 
6. Expressing willingness to help the child when he/she is in need of help. 
7. Offering to help the child do something that needs to be done. 
 
Please select the three most relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 
[      ] 
 
Please select the three least relevant items in the context of parent-young adult relationships 
(insert item number): 
[      ] 
[      ] 









Parents may offer support to young adult children when the children are confronted with 
stressors (i.e., stressful events, challenges, and/or circumstances). However, it is also possible 
that the things parents routinely do in your everyday, mundane interaction make you feel 
supported. 
 
Next, you will see a list of things a parent may do during routine day-to-day life – NOT during 
times when they know that their children are confronted with stressful events, but as routine 
aspects of interactions with children/ 
 
We’d like you to think about the extent to which each of the following behaviors will make you 
feel supported.  
 
(1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = to a great extent) 
 
1. Spending time hanging out with you. 
2. Visiting you when you’re away from home. 
3. Wanting to get together with you to have a good time. 
4. Suggesting that s/he and you go out somewhere, such as to a movie or a restaurant. 
5. Sending you funny things using technologies. 
6. Using technologies to send you pleasantries (e.g., hello, good morning). 
7. Reassuring you that s/he is thinking of you using technologies. 
8. Using technologies to maintain a sense of connection with you throughout the day. 
9. Wanting to learn what you do and see in your everyday communication. 
10. Asking about your daily happenings in your everyday communication. 
11. Reaching out to contact you if s/he does not hear from you for some time. 
12. Being interested in learning if you’re doing well when you have casual talks. 
 
In addition to the above behaviors, there may be other things a parent does in your mundane life 
that make you feel supported by the parent. We’d like you to think about your daily interactions 





















Finally, please answer several questions about yourself and parental support in your relationship: 





e. Other parental figure (please specify) 
 
What is your age? 
 
What is your sex? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c.  Other (please describe) 
 





e. Other (please specify) 
 
How would you describe your race/ethnicity? 
a. Asian or Pacific Islander 
b. Black/African American 
c. Hispanic/Latino 
d. Native American or Alaskan Native 
e. White/Caucasian 
f. Multiracial 
g. Other (please specify) 
 
How would you best characterize your family? 
a. Continuously intact (two-parent family) 
b. Divorced 
c. Stepfamily 








Questionnaire – Child’s Version 
 
3-digit Numeric Code: 
 
Identify a Parent to Report on 
For all the questions in this survey, we would like you to consider your relationship and 
interaction with ONE parent (e.g., mother or father). Please let us know which parent you’re 
considering when answering questions. 
 
1. In this survey, I will be considering my relationship with…. 
a. My mother 
b. My father 
c. My stepmother 
d. My stepfather 
e. Other parental figure (please specify) 
 
Now you have identified the parent to report on. When you answer questions in this survey, you 
should only focus on this parent. For example, if you are asked to indicate how close you feel 
with the parent, you should specifically think about how close you are to the parent you just 










Received and Desired Parental Support (20 items; adapted from Xu & Burleson, 2001) 
The parent you identified above may do all kinds of different things for you when are feeling stressed, but s/he probably does so to a 
greater or lesser extent than what you want. We are interested in how much of each of the following behavior you actually receive 
from this parent as well as the extent to which you desire this behavior from your parent.  
(1 = not at all, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = regularly, 5 = a great deal) 
 
Items will be randomized How much of each behavior you actually 
RECEIVE from your parent? 
How much of each behavior you DESIRE from 
your parent? 
Not at all Rarely Occasionally Regularly 
A great 





2.1. Telling you that s/he 
loves you and feels close to 
you. 
          
2.2. Expressing 
understanding of a 
situation that is bothering 
you, or disclosing a similar 
situation that s/he 
experienced before. 
          
2.3. Providing you with 
hope or confidence. 
          
2.4. Offering attentive 
comments when you speak. 
          
2.5. Expressing esteem or 
respect for a competency 
or personal quality of 
yours. 
          
2.6. Telling you that you 
are still a good person even 
when you have a problem. 
          
2.7. Trying to reduce your 
guilt about a problem 
situation. 





2.8. Assuring you that you 
are a worthwhile person. 
          
2.9. Connecting you with 
people whom you may turn 
to for help. 
          
2.10. Reminding you of the 
availability of companions 
who share similar interests 
or experiences with you. 
          
2.11. Offering to spend 
time with you to get your 
mind off something 
(chatting, having dinner 
together, going to a 
concert, etc.). 
          
2.12. Helping you find the 
people who can assist you 
with things. 
          
2.13. Giving you advice 
about what to do. 
          
2.14. Analyzing a situation 
with you and telling you 
about available choices and 
options. 
          
2.15. Giving you reasons 
why you should or should 
not do something. 
          
2.16. Teaching you how to 
do something that you 
don’t know how to do. 
          
2.17. Offering to lend you 
something (including 
money). 






willingness to help you 
when you are in need of 
help. 
          
2.19. Offering to help you 
do something that needs to 
be done. 
          
2.20. Taking you to see a 
doctor when you don’t feel 
well. 






Received and Desired Parental Mundane Support (16 items; created for this study) 
Below are some behaviors that parents may do with their children. For this part of the survey, please indicate the extent to which the 
parent who you are reporting on actually does each of these things during your everyday, mundane interaction – that is, NOT during 
times you’re confronted with difficult situations, but as routine aspects of day-to-day life. Then, please indicate the extent to which 
you desire your parent to do each of these things in your everyday, mundane interaction. 
(1 = not at all, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = regularly, 5 = a great deal) 
 
Note: Based on results of factor analyses, Items 3.2, 3.12, and 3.13 were dropped from the scale. 
 
Items will be randomized How much of each behavior does your parent 
ACTUALLY DO? 
How much of each behavior you DESIRE your 
parent to do? 
Not at all Rarely Occasionally Regularly 
A great 







3.1. Spending time hanging 
out with you. 





3.2. Coming to visit you 
when you’re away from 
home. 
          
3.3. Wanting to get 
together with you. 
          
3.4. Making opportunities 
for you to do things 
together (e.g., going out to 
eat). 
          
3.5. Using technologies 
(e.g., text, phone call, 
video chat, email, etc.) to 
maintain a sense of 
connection with you. 
          
3.6. Checking in with you 
via technologies (e.g., text, 
phone call, video chat, 
email, etc.). 
          
3.7. Reaching out to 
contact you using 
technologies (e.g., text, 
phone call, video chat, 
email, etc.) if s/he does not 
hear from you for some 
time. 
          
3.8. Using technologies 
(e.g., text, phone call, 
video chat, email, etc.) to 
send brief pleasantries, 
such as greetings, good 
morning, and/or good 
night. 





3.9. Asking about you 
everyday life (e.g., what 
you ate, school, things you 
find interesting). 
          
3.10. Being interested in 
learning if you are doing 
well when you have casual 
talks. 
          
3.11. Asking about your 
daily happenings in your 
everyday communication. 
          
3.12. Sending you care 
packages. 
          
3.13. Sending you gifts or 
cards in your mail. 
          
3.14. Telling you about 
things going on in his/her 
life. 
          
3.15. Filling you in on 
family events when you are 
away from home. 
          
3.16. Letting you know 
how other family members 
are doing. 








Perceived parental support quality (adapted from High & Steuber, 2014) 
Next, we’d like you to think about the support you’ve received from this parent in the past. 
Overall, how would you evaluate the quality of support from this parent? Please use the 
following scale to rate your level of agreement with each statement. 
(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 
 
4.1. I think the support I received from my parent was high quality. 
4.2. I felt supported by my parent. 
4.3. I received excellent support from my parent. 
4.4. My parent’s support helped me deal with difficult situations. 





Relationship Satisfaction (Huston, McHale, & Crouter, 1986) 
Think about your relationship with the parent you are reporting on and use the following words 
to describe how you feel about it. Please select the appropriate number between the pairs of 
words below. The closer the number is to a word, the more certain you are of your feeling. For 
example, if you feel that your relationship with this parent has been enjoyable and your feeling is 
very certain, you may select “6” or “7” on the scale. 
 
5.1. Miserable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Enjoyable 
5.2. Helpful        Harmful 
5.3. Interesting        Boring 
5.4. Lonely        Friendly 
5.5. Hopeful        Discouraging 
5.6. Disappointing        Rewarding 
5.7. Worthwhile        Useless 










Perceived Relationship Quality, Satisfaction Subscale (Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000) 
Please indicate your feeling toward your relationship with the parent you’re reporting on. 
(1 = not at all to 7 = extremely) 
 
6.1. How satisfied are you with the relationship? 
6.2. How content are you with the relationship? 




Satisfaction with Life (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) 
Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1-7 scale, indicate 
your agreement with each item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 
(1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) 
 
7.1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal. 
7.2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 
7.3. I am satisfied with my life. 
7.4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 




Perceived Stress Scale (10-item short version; Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983) 
The following questions ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last month. In each 
case, please indicate how often you felt or thought a certain way. When answering each question, 
don’t try to count up the number of times you felt a particular way, but rather indicate what 
seems like a reasonable estimate. 
(0 = never, 1 = almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, 4 = very often) 
 
In the last month, how often have you… 
8.1. been upset because of something that happened unexpectedly? 
8.2. felt that you were unable to control the important things in your life? 
8.3. felt nervous and stressed? 
8.4. felt confident about your ability to handle your personal problems? 
8.5. felt that things were going your way? 
8.6. found that you could not cope with all the things that you had to do? 
8.7. been able to deal successfully with irritating life hassles? 
8.8. felt that you were on top of things? 
8.9. been angered because of things that happened that were outside of your control? 
8.10. felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome them? 
 
 







Finally, please provide your demographic information. 
 
9. What is your age? 
 
10. What is your sex? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c. Other (please specify) 
 





e. Other (please specify) 
 
12. How would you describe your race/ethnicity? 
a. Asian or Pacific Islander 
b. Black/African American 
c. Hispanic/Latino 
d. Native American or Alaskan Native 
e. White/Caucasian 
f. Multiracial 
g. Other (please specify) 
 





e. Other parental figure (please specify) 
 














15. How would you best characterize your family? 
a. Continuously intact (two-parent family) 
b. Divorced 
c. Stepfamily 
d. Other (please describe) 
 
16. On average, how often do you and your parent see each other in-person (i.e., face-to-face)? 
a. Once a year 
b. Several times a year 
c. Monthly 
d. Several times a month 
e. Weekly 
f. Several times a week 
 
17. What is the average annual household income of your family? 
a. Under $10,000 
b. $10,000 to $24,999 
c. $25,000 to $49,999 
d. $50,000 to $74,999 
e. 75,000 to 99,999 
f. 100,000 and more 
g. Not sure 
 
18. Are you currently involved in a romantic/dating relationship? (Yes/No) 






Questionnaire – Parent’s Version 
 
3-digit Numeric Code: 
 
Identify a Child to Report on 
For all the questions in this survey, please consider your communication and your relationship 
with the child whom we identified in the invitation for participation. This child has provided 
your contact information to us. 
 
1. What is the child’s relationship to you? 
a. My son 
b. My daughter 
c. My stepson 
d. My stepdaughter 
e. Other (please specify) 
 
When you answer questions in this survey, you should only focus on this particular child. For 
example, if you are asked to indicate how close you feel with your child, you should specifically 
think about how close you are to the child you just identified, but not a different child or all of 










Provided and Desired Parental Support (20 items; adapted from Xu & Burleson, 2001) 
You may provide support to the child you identified above when s/he needs help. We are interested in how much of each of the 
following supportive behaviors you provide to this child when s/he is confronted with stressful events. Also, we’d like you to indicate 
the extent to which you think that your child desires each behavior from you. 
(1 = not at all, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = regularly, 5 = a great deal). 
 
Items will be randomized How much of each behavior you actually 
PROVIDE to your child? 
How much of each behavior your child 
DESIRES from you? 
Not at all Rarely Occasionally Regularly 
A great 







2.1. Telling your child that 
you love him/her and feel 
close to him/her. 
          
2.2. Expressing 
understanding of a 
situation that is bothering 
your child, or disclosing a 
similar situation that you 
experienced before. 
          
2.3. Providing your child 
with hope or confidence. 
          
2.4. Offering attentive 
comments when your child 
speaks. 
          
2.5. Expressing esteem or 
respect for a competency 
or personal quality of your 
child. 
          
2.6. Telling your child that 
s/he is still a good person 
even when s/he has a 
problem. 





2.7. Trying to reduce your 
child’s guilt about a 
problem situation. 
          
2.8. Assuring your child 
that s/he is a worthwhile 
person. 
          
2.9. Connecting your child 
with people whom s/he 
may turn to for help. 
          
2.10. Reminding your child 
of the availability of 
companions who share 
similar interests or 
experiences with him/her. 
          
2.11. Offering to spend 
time with your child to get 
his/her mind off something 
(chatting, having dinner 
together, going to a 
concert, etc.). 
          
2.12. Helping your child 
find the people who can 
assist him/her with things. 
          
2.13. Giving your child 
advice about what to do. 
          
2.14. Analyzing a situation 
with your child and telling 
him/her about available 
choices and options. 
          
2.15. Giving your child 
reasons why s/he should or 
should not do something. 





2.16. Teaching your child 
how to do something that 
s/he doesn’t know how to 
do. 
          
2.17. Offering to lend your 
child something (including 
money). 
          
2.18. Expressing 
willingness to help your 
child when s/he is in need 
of help. 
          
2.19. Offering to help your 
child do something that 
needs to be done. 
          
2.20. Taking your child to 
see a doctor when s/he 
doesn’t feel well. 





Provided and Desired Parental Mundane Support (16 items; created for this study) 
Below are some behaviors that parents may do with their children. For this part of the survey, please indicate the extent to which you 
actually do each of these things with your child during your everyday, mundane interaction – that is, NOT during times you know 
your child is confronted with difficult situations, but as routine aspects of day-to-day life. Then, please indicate the extent to which do 
you think that your child desires each behavior from you in your everyday, mundane interaction. 
(1 = not at all, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = regularly, 5 = a great deal) 
 
Note. Based on results of factor analyses, Items 3.2, 3.12, and 3.13 were dropped from the scale. 
 
Items will be randomized How much of each behavior you ACTUALLY 
DO in your everyday interaction with your 
child? 
How much of each behavior does your child 

















3.1. Spending time hanging 
out with your child. 
          
3.2. Coming to visit your 
child when s/he is away from 
home. 
          
3.3. Wanting to get together 
with your child. 
          
3.4. Making opportunities to 
do things together with your 
child (e.g., going out to eat). 
          
3.5. Using technologies (e.g., 
text, phone call, video chat, 
email, etc.) to maintain a 
sense of connection with 
your child. 
          
3.6. Checking in with your 
child via technologies (e.g., 
text, phone call, video chat, 
email, etc.). 
          
3.7. Reaching out to contact 
your child using technologies 
(e.g., text, phone call, video 
chat, email, etc.) if you do 
not hear from him/her for 
some time. 
          
3.8. Using technologies (e.g., 
text, phone call, video chat, 
email, etc.) to send brief 
pleasantries, such as 
greetings, good morning, 
and/or good night. 





3.9. Asking about your 
child’s everyday life (e.g., 
what s/he ate, school, things 
s/he finds interesting). 
          
3.10. Being interested in 
learning if your child is 
doing well when you have 
casual talks. 
          
3.11. Asking about your 




          
3.12. Sending your child care 
packages. 
          
3.13. Sending your child 
gifts or cards in his/her mail. 
          
3.14. Telling your child 
about things going on in your 
own life. 
          
3.15. Filling your child in on 
family events when s/he is 
away from home. 
          
3.16. Letting your child 
know how other family 
members are doing. 







Perceived parental support quality (adapted from High & Steuber, 2014) 
Next, we’d like you to think about the support you’ve provided to your child. Overall, how 
would you evaluate the quality of support you’ve provided? Please use the following scale to rate 
your level of agreement with the following statements. 
(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 
 
4.1. I think the support I provide to my child is high quality. 
4.2. My child feels supported by me. 
4.3. I provide excellent support to my child. 
4.4. My support helps my child deal with difficult situations. 





Relationship Satisfaction (Huston, McHale, & Crouter, 1986) 
Think about your relationship with the child you are reporting on and use the following words to 
describe how you feel about it. Please select the appropriate number between the pairs of words 
below. The closer the number is to a word, the more certain you are of your feeling. For 
example, if you feel that your relationship with this child has been enjoyable and your feeling is 
very certain, you may select “6” or “7” on the scale. 
 
5.1. Miserable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Enjoyable 
5.2. Helpful        Harmful 
5.3. Interesting        Boring 
5.4. Lonely        Friendly 
5.5. Hopeful        Discouraging 
5.6. Disappointing        Rewarding 
5.7. Worthwhile        Useless 






Perceived Relationship Quality, Satisfaction Subscale (Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000) 
Please indicate your feeling toward your relationship with the child you’re reporting on. 
(1 = not at all to 7 = extremely) 
 
6.1. How satisfied are you with the relationship? 
6.2. How content are you with the relationship? 









Satisfaction with Life (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) 
Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1-7 scale, indicate 
your agreement with each item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 
(1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) 
 
7.1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal. 
7.2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 
7.3. I am satisfied with my life. 
7.4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 




Perceived Stress (10-item short version; Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983) 
The following questions ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last month. In each 
case, please indicate how often you felt or thought a certain way. When answering each question, 
don’t try to count up the number of times you felt a particular way, but rather indicate what 
seems like a reasonable estimate. 
(0 = never, 1 = almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, 4 = very often) 
 
In the last month, how often have you… 
8.1. been upset because of something that happened unexpectedly? 
8.2. felt that you were unable to control the important things in your life? 
8.3. felt nervous and stressed? 
8.4. felt confident about your ability to handle your personal problems? r 
8.5. felt that things were going your way? r 
8.6. found that you could not cope with all the things that you had to do? 
8.7. been able to deal successfully with irritating life hassles? r 
8.8. felt that you were on top of things? r 
8.9. been angered because of things that happened that were outside of your control? 











Finally, please provide your demographic information. 
 
9. What is your age? 
 
10.  What is your biological sex? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c. Other (please specify) 
 
11. How would you describe your race/ethnicity? 
a. Asian or Pacific Islander 
b. Black/African American 
c. Hispanic/Latino 
d. Native American or Alaskan Native 
e. White/Caucasian 
f. Multiracial 
g. Other (please specify) 
 
12. What is the highest degree you have earned? 
a. Some high school 
b. High school degree 
c. Some college 
d. Bachelor’s degree 
e. Master’s degree 
f. PhD, MD, or JD 
g. Other (please specify) 
 
13. How many children do you have? 
• If more than one child, write down the age of each of your children. 
 
14. Rank the following sources of social support from the most important to the least important 
for your child. 
Yourself 





Other (please specify) 
 
 





a. Under $10,000 
b. $10,000 to $24,999 
c. $25,000 to $49,999 
d. $50,000 to $74,999 
e. $75,000 to $99,999 
f. $100,000 and more 
g. Not sure 
 
15. On average, how often do you and the child you’re reporting on see each other in-person 
(i.e., face-to-face)? 
a. Once a year 
b. Several times a year 
c. Monthly 
d. Several times a month 
e. Weekly 
f. Several times a week 
 
16. How would you best characterize your family? 
a. Continuously intact (two-parent family) 
b. Divorced 
c. Stepfamily 
d. Other (please describe) 
	
 
 
